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ABSTRACT
■s
The primary concern of the study was to determine the educational direction 
required by Extension to enable the retail garden center to operate as an effective 
educational adjunct to the Cooperative Extension Service. In an effort to accomplish 
this, the study was designed to evaluate the horticulture knowledge levels of home­
owners and garden center sales people relative to selected horticulture concepts 
related to water, fertilizer and disease. It was also designed to determine the horti­
culture needs of the people and to determine the sources they rely on for this type 
of information.
Data collected for the study was obtained from selected retail garden center 
outlets and a selected sampling of Lee County residents by means of separate but 
similar questionnaires. Knowledge score was the dependent variable used in the study 
and was related to the various other independent variables as shown throughout the 
study. Data collected from the groups studied was analyzed separately by the Analysis 
of Variance technique which showed the difference in knowledge that existed within 
each of these two groups.
Of the 25 selected questions used to measure knowledge of horticulture 
concepts of homeowners and garden center sales people, only 50% of these questions 
were answered correctly by respondents from each group. With regard to sex, 
men were significantly more knowledgeable than women. The study further indicated 
that respondents of both groups who were between 60 and 69 years of age,
who were college educated, and who were residents of South Florida for 6 to 9 
years, were the most knowledgeable.
Homeowners indicated a great need for information on plant care , insect and 
disease control, watering and weed control, while garden center sales people 
indicated little or no need for information on these subjects. However, sales 
people did indicate a great need for information on landscape design and plant use. 
Homeowners indicated a  moderate need for information on lawn care and fertilization 
of plants.
The majority of respondents of both groups did not use radio, television and 
the public library as sources of horticulture information. However, those respondents 
with the highest mean knowledge did use these sources. On the other hand, it was 
found that newspaper, gardening magazines and books, garden centers and neighbors 
were highly used sources for horticulture information.
Ninety-four percent of the garden center sales people answered questions on 
plant culture for customers, while only 82% of these respondents felt qualified to do so. 
Ninety-one percent of these sales people indicated that they were interested in 
learning more about plant culture problems. While this great interest in learning was 
shown by sales people, approximately 75% of them indicated that little or no training 
was afforded sales employees.
It was interesting to note that while 30% of the homeowners and 43% of the 
garden center sales people indicated that they were either well aware of or fairly 
well aware of the Extension educational horticulture service to the public in Lee 
County, 41% of the homeowners and 91% of the sales people rated these services 
from fair to good.
Seventy-nine percent of the homeowners and 85% of the garden center sales 
people indicated that they would be interested in attending informal educational 
meetings on plant culture.
It was concluded from the findings in this study that because garden centers 
are the leading sources of horticulture information for homeowners, and because 
garden center sales people have many contacts with homeowners who are seeking 
horticulture information, the garden center would be an ideal educational adjunct 
to the Extension Service. It is necessary for Extension to maintain a close working 
relationship with garden centers and to develop an educational program for garden 
center sales people so that they can more effectively meet the horticultural needs 
of the homeowner.
CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION
The Cooperative Extension Service has a  long and successful history of 
affording the resources and facilities of the states' land grant institutions to the 
people. The major functions of a land grant university are instruction, research 
and extension. The1 Extension Service serves as the educational arm of the 
University, reaching people in each county throughout the state . The success 
of the Extension Service in this respect has been accomplished mainly through the 
philosophy of program planning with people at the grass roots lev e l. This type 
of planning affords the necessary input of information to extension whereby county 
and state extension staffs can coordinate tailor-made programs and set priorities 
to better meet the needs of the people. ( 8)
EXTENSION'S PRESCRIBED ROLE 
The enactment of the Smith-Lever Act clearly spells out the educational 
responsibility of the Extension Service to the people as follows:
In order to aid in diffusing among the people of the United 
States useful and practical information on subjects relating to 
agriculture and home economics and to encourage the application 
of the same, there may be continued or inaugurated in connection 
with the college or colleges of each s ta te . . . (  8)
The act goes on to point out:
Cooperative agriculture extension work shall consist of giving of 
instructions and practical demonstration in agriculture and home eco­
nomics and subjects relating thereto to persons not attending or 
resident in said colleges in the several communities.. . (  8)
As the extension service continues to broaden its scope of responsibility to 
include urban and rural non-farm people, greater emphasis is being placed on quality
t
living for all people. These new horizons have opened new pathways of extension
involvement into practically  all aspects of community life . This thrust of extension
involvement in community improvement and resource development is aptly described
in the publication, A People and a Spirit. ( 18)
Planning for educational change by extension with involvement of local
people is the democratic process used by which the county extension program of
work is developed.
In performing its functions, Extension operates informally, in line 
with the most important needs and opportunities and with respect 
to both short-time and long-time matters of concern. It joins 
with people in helping them to:
Identify their needs, problems and opportunities.
Study their resources.
Become familiar with specific methods of overcoming problems.
Analyze alternative solutions to their problems where 
alternatives exist.
Arrive at the most promising course of action in light of 
their desires, resources and abilities'. (8)
In an era of accelerated social change the local extension worker finds
that he does not have the expertise in every field to effectively meet the growing
complexities of problems facing him. For this reason in many cases extension
workers have moved more into a position of liason between local problems and
the land grant institution. (8)
The increased complexities of technologies which the land grant system
discovers, digests and channels through the extension service to the people has
created a demand for more highly specialized extension agents. This need for
specialization is already so great that presently extension is placing agents with the 
needed expertise as specialists in multi-county areas a n d jn  some cases, single 
counties.
EXTENSION SERVICE IN FLORIDA 
The State of Florida in 1915 became part of the cooperative program in a 
partnership with the USDA and local county governing bodies. At present there 
are approximately 400 professional extension workers in Florida. O f this group 
131 are located at the university performing administrative and educational specialist 
functions. Some 265 agents can be found throughout all of the 67 counties of the 
s ta te .
SITUATION
The State of Florida is riding the c r e S t ;of the population influx. Of the
fifteen most rapidly growing states, Florida ranks second to Nevada with Arizona
and California being in third and fourth p lace, respectively, as indicated by
United States Census figures for 1960—1970. (15)
The Miami Herald in a January, 1973, article focused its attention on the
spectacular growth in the Orlando area which a t present has acted as an additional
overnight catalyst of migration to South Florida. This fantastic rate of growth is
described as follows:
Faster than a speeding Disney monorail, more powerful than a herd 
of bulldozers, able to leap tall buildings with taller ones—it's 
Superboom and i t ’s hit this area like a ton of bricks.
Robert Shaw, J r . ,  a  staff writer for the Miami Herald, described this rocketed 
type of growth in a Herald article,on January 21, 1973. He pointed out that in the year 
and a half since the opening of Disney World, the Orlando area alone passed the
12.000.000 tourist mark. Hotel construction not only doubled its number of rooms 
in one year to 14,000 but there are better than 9,000 more under construction. 
Population figures had biready surpassed the 1975 prediction and the jobs created
had already surpassed the 1985 prediction. Presently, Florida's Superboom is people 
migrating into the state at the rate of better than 6,000 new residents per week. (27)
See Appendix.Tfor./pictorial presentation representing Florida's population explosion.
The 1970 Census indicates Florida had a population of nearly 7 ,000,000 
people, thus outranking each of the other Southeast states. North Carolina with
5.000.000 people ranked second. Virginia and Georgia were third with approxi­
mately 4,500,000 people each.
PROJECTED POPULATION FIGURES FOR SOUTHWEST FLORIDA 
Florida m i  Southwest Florida
6,789,443
1,774,569
7,427,500
10,162,188
2,842,272
2,001,800
1970 1972 1982
Southwest Florida population should reach 2 .8  million in 1982.
Southwest Florida is experiencing a spiral ing increase in people, jobs 
and construction. Since the 1970 Census, this area has added 277,031 
to its population which is now estimated at 2 ,001 ,800 . Florida Trend 
projects the region's population at 2,842 , 272 by 1982—about a 40 
per cent increase over the current population. In other words, 2 ,094 
new residents a week were added to the region from 1970 to 1972. (32)
SOUTHWEST FLORIDA LAUNCHES ITS BIGGEST ERA'
Florida Trend magazine in April, 1973, indicated that,of the five geographic 
areas of the sta te , the Southwest stands solidly as the number two growth market 
which is just behind the Southeast section, or Superboom gold coast a rea . (32)
FLORIDA'S FIVE GROWTH MARKET AREAS
COUNTIES OF SOUTHWEST FLORIDA
Charlotte 
Citrus 
DeSoto 
Hardee 
Hernando 
HTghlands 
Hillsborough 
Lee
Manatee 
Pasco 
Pinellas 
Polk 
Sarasota 
Sumpter
A statistical profile of the real estate sales and building boom for the past 
ten years as reported by Keyes in a special News-Press report showed real estate 
sales for the year indicated are as follows:
1963 57,000,000
1968 156,000,000
1970 173,000,000
1971 229,000,000
1972 299,573,334
The above information for 1972 indicates there were approximately 2,500 
real estate transactions-, per month which were valued at $25,000,000. (2S)
According to the Fort. Myers-Lee County Chamber of Commerce, the state's
!
fifteen fastest growing counties with populations of over 50,000 are located 
principally from Orlando southward. Lee County ranks third in population growth 
with an 87.2 percent increase which covers the period from 1960-1970. (16)
Kiplinger Florida Letter, published by the Kiplinger Washington Editors, 
indicates that of the 14 counties that will gain most in population between 1972-1982, 
Lee County will have the greatest percentage gain . Lee County's population in 
1972 was 117,100 compared with an estimate of 205,<100 by 1982.
With this population explosion there is also a mushrooming public demand for 
goods and services. This is evidenced by the approximately $18,000,000 to 
$20,000,000 realty transactions each month in Lee County alone. (29)
The better-than-average home typical of the area has created a great demand 
for landscape plants and m aterials, horticultural information and landscape help.
As the trend of interest in environmental aesthetics continues, the public demand 
for information on home ornamental horticulture creates even greater stress on an 
already strained extension program at the local level.
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 
If the Lee County Extension Office is to adequately work with residents, 
providing them with educational programs and information, it is then mandatory 
that studies be conducted to analyze what educational methods and techniques 
may be employed to meet these needs. Traditional methods of extension work are 
extremely limiting and too costly when trying to meet the needs of a total county 
population. Presently, however, the Lee County ornamental agent is dealing not
only with mass media agencies but also with individuals, garden clubs, special interest 
groups, garden centers and other agencies which can extend the educational efforts 
of the extension service to meet home horticultural needs.
The concept-of the local extension agent being all things to all people can 
no longer exist. The technological and sociological changes in today's society are 
taking place at such an acc elerated pace that the extension service must update its 
educational methods and approaches to meet educational needs of the people. To 
further emphasize this point, Dr. Joe N . Busby, Dean of Extension, University of 
Florida, at a Southern Region Horticultural Workshop in M obile, Alabama, remarked 
in part that Extension is becoming more and more specialized, i . e . ,  sta te , area and 
urban specialists and many more specialists in supporting disciplines such as ento­
mology, pathology, engineering, etc. The specialization and increased complexify 
makes more communication among these people critica l. He also emphasized that 
no one individual can now hope to handle all phases of horticulture. Teams of 
specialists are becoming more and more important. It is inefficient for a state or 
county specialist to attempt to reach people on strictly a one-to-one basis. So, 
more efficient ways to carry out these new educational programs must be found.
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Unfortunately, many of the resistant forces to change in extension educational 
methods are to be found within the organization itself. However, if extension is to 
fulfill its role of planned change through social interaction at the local level, 
then the local extension organization must see itself as an agency of change.
It is important that the role of the local retail garden centers be evaluated 
as to their levels of horticultural compentence in meeting the everyday needs of the 
homeowner and that a comparison be made between their competence and the 
horticultural needs and knowledge of homeowners. This information could be used 
in structuring educational programs directed at the garden center in an effort to 
enable garden centers to operate as ah educational adjunct to the extension service, 
thereby extending the educational efforts of the state land grant system.
OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY
The major objective of the study was to determine the horticultural knowledge 
levels, attitudes and practices of homeowners and garden center personnel.
Specific objectives were as follows:
1. Determine the horticultural knowledge levels of homeowners and retail 
garden center sales personnel relating to watering, fertilizing and disease.
2 . Determine the need for horticultural information by homeowners and 
garden center personnel.
3 . Identify the information sources used by homeowners and garden center 
personnel concerning plant culture.
4 . Determine the levels of usefulness of information acquired by homeowners 
and garden center personnel.
DELIMITATION
Data for this study was obtained from all Lee County retail garden center outlets 
and a selected sampling of Lee County residents.
CHAPTER II 
RESEARCH DESIGN
I. THE RESPONDENTS 
This study was limited to garden center sales people working at retail outlets 
which grossed as least $25,000 annually and selected homeowners whose dwellings 
ranged in value from $25,000 to $60,000.
II. SELECTION OF RESPONDENTS 
All of the major garden centers and other retail outlets of garden supplies 
such as Sears, Gibson's, Woolco and W. T. Grant were included in the study. 
Homeowners for this part of the study were selected from the Lee County property tax 
rolls. The sample drawn was done by computer at the Lee County Computer Center 
which is part of the Lee County Courthouse Complex in Fort Myers.
Five hundred numbers of home dwellings were selected from a random number 
tab le . These numbers ranged from 1 to 28,000. The random numbers were then 
processed against the tax assessment file representing Lee County. During this run 
the listed parcels were pulled in accordance with their random appearance in the 
file . The computer was programmed to make random probability selections based 
upon specific value limits of the property.
From the 500 selections made, each property selected was assigned a number. 
The numbers ranged from 1 through 500. Corresponding numbers were placed in a 
box, shaken up, then 100 numbers were drawn by chance from the box. Two attempts 
were allowed for each interview. However, if for any reason the second attempt to 
complete the interview was not successful, another number was drawn.
III. THE INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 
Two separate but similar questionnaires were used for this study. The design 
for the most part was the same for both homeowners and garden center sales personnel 
with the exception of 14 questions which related specifically to sales people.
The Lee County Ornamental Horticulture Agent personally conducted 68 
interviews with sales people from selected retail garden center outlets. Volunteer 
members of the Fort Myers Men's Garden Club and Lehigh Acres Men's Garden Club 
conducted 70 personal interviews from a selected list of homeowners.
IV. STATISTICAL TREATMENT OF THE DATA 
Overall mean knowledge levels of water requirements, fertilizer requirements 
and diseases as they relate to home gardens were established for homeowners and 
garden center sales people respectively, from a set of 25 identical questions which 
were valued at four points each or 100 points totally for the 25 questions. (See 
Appendix II.) Knowledge score was the dependent variable in this study and was 
related to the various other independent variables.
The overall mean knowledge level established for each of the two groups 
(garden center personnel and homeowners) was treated separately throughout the 
study. However, comparisons were made between the mean knowledge levels of the 
two groups.
The data collected from these two groups was analyzed separately by the 
Analysis of Variance technique to see if there were any differences in knowledge 
within each of these two groups. The F test was used to test for significant difference 
in knowledge. Statistical significance was indicated at the level found. The minimum 
level of significance used was .25.
CHAPTER III 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
INTRODUCTION
There have been numerous articles and research studies conducted on the 
horticultural needs of the homeowner by both the retail garden industry and the 
extension service. Ironically, however, there has been no research found by the 
writer that specifically shows how the local garden center can act as an educa­
tional adjunct to the Cooperative Extension Service.
It is interesting to note, however, that of all the studies conducted by the 
Extension Service and the nursery and garden center industry, these studies were 
primarily centered around plant culture, consumer preference and buying habits. 
(39)
The extension services of all 50 states were asked by letter to indicate 
if any studies were conducted which involved garden centers as a means of 
reaching a greater number of people. (See Appendix IN.) Forty-seven.state 
extension services and Puerto Rico replied, indicating no work done in this 
specific area in their states. However, some of the assumptions derived from 
the responses were that most states are experiencing an increase in home horti­
culture, particularly in the suburban areas. The methods most frequently used 
to reach clientele as reported by these respondents were bulletins, telephone, 
personal contact, garden schools, seminars, radio, television and newspaper.
Several of the respondents indicated an increase in the number of county or
multi-county specialists in the major urban areas. Many of the respondents
indicated the value of the garden center as an extender of the extension educational
effort. O f these respondents, the most popular method used to involve garden
centers was to conduct dealer training meetings. Several states indicated that
they offered training meetings for professionals and semi-professionals. Of particular
interest was a program offered by the Washington State Extension Service which
conducted a formalized type of training program for volunteer members of the
Washington Nursery Association. The course was known as the "Master Gardener
Program" and required participants after completion of 50 hours of study to agree
that in turn for their receiving training they would voluntarily man garden clinics.
The intention is to advertise these volunteers as being available at major shopping
centers in all of the metropolitan cities in Washington to answer the gardening
public's questions face-to -face at the garden clinics.
The wrinkle we are trying here is to have a volunteer staff who the 
Extension Service has trained and who we will back up with diagnostic 
service (when needed) to more completely meet this reasonably 
awesome demand that each state's Extension Service potentially 
faces. (39)
A complementary effort is underway simultaneously in Washington. It is being 
run entirely by the Nurserymen's Association and it is called the Certified Nursery­
men's Program. Part of the Extension Horticulture Specialist's time was spent in 
editing a training manual which covered introductory botany, plant names, lists 
of landscape plants, landscape design, soils, fertilizers, turf grass management, 
plant pest problems, pesticide laws and pesticide safety. Applicants study this 
manual and then take a comprehensive examination to become certified. This is an
example of Extension providing the means "so that the nurserymen's organization 
can accomplish what we would like to have seen accom plished." (39)
According to Bernard Wesenberg, Extension Horticulturist, Washington, "Better 
trained retail personnel can do the job of answering the homeowner's ornamental 
horticultural needs just as well as the Extension Service can ."
California indicated that the home ornamental demand is so great that they 
haven't come up with any practical or economical method for handling the problem. 
Presently California has about 15 full time environmental agents located in the high 
density population counties. Programs are being directed a t servicing the professional 
and semi-professionals through educational programs. Service on an individual basis 
is discouraged. (39)
An area horticulture specialist from Missouri stated: "I work in a five-county 
area centered in Kansas City and frankly have been quite busy working with garden 
centers, nurseries, service personnel, libraries and other multipliers. It might be 
to our advantage to do a detailed study but ours has been a case of doing it rather 
than studying it. " (39)
The garden centers play an important role in the horticultural program for the 
St. Louis, Missouri a rea . The program is broken into two separate parts: educational 
programs for homeowners through mass media programs such as radio, television, 
newspapers and monthly newsletters, with very little individual help, as the population 
numbers around two million; and programs for professional horticulturists which include 
individual consultations, short courses, special one-day meetings, newsletters and 
post cards describing current insect and disease problems with control measures.
We consider our program for professional horticulturists to be the 
most important as they deal directly with far more homeowners than 
the Extension office. Within this large group of professional horticul­
turists, the garden centers and their many employees are the principal 
contact for most people seeking horticultural information. In addition 
to nursery garden centers operated by competent nurserymen we have 
a considerable number of garden centers run by hardware stores, department 
stores and discount houses. It's unusual to find anyone in these garden 
centers who is knowledgeable regarding plants, e tc . At one time we 
attempted to run a short course for garden center employees and received 
a cold shoulder treatment from the department store type of garden centers.
In fac t, the limited contact we made with these garden centers in arranging 
this short course gave us the distinct impression they did not want any 
knowledgeable people in the garden centers because it led to too much 
conversation and too little  sales.
While we still have a few of these department store garden centers on 
Our educational mailing list, our major effort is with nurseries and 
nursery garden centers run by professional horticulturists. (39)
In addition to what is being done in the St. Louis area at the state level,
all of the extension horticulture information is published in guide sheet form. Each
guide sheet is two to four pages and is written to answer specific questions rather
than cover a topic in d e ta il . All guide sheets are indexed by subject m atter. Bound
copies of guide sheets are maintained in every garden center in the sta te . It not only
provides a source of information for garden center employees but also makes it possible
for them to show their customers the type of information that can be obtained from the
University. (39)
In Illinois several attempts were made to involve the garden center, garden 
shop and retail operators in classes, with very little success. Classes were held both 
on the campus of the University of Illinois and in certain locales, with little  success. 
Most of the garden center operators did not seem to want help except on specific 
problems as they arose.
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Many of the operators in our state are part-tim e, uneducated in the field 
and as far as we can determine, very little  desire is there to become 
educated in this particular area . Many  of the good retail stores, however, 
do have trained personnel working for them and this seems to be probably 
the best route to take in Illinois—to train the people that will be selling 
the products to the individual. (39!)
Simple prescription answers to common questions are answered by The Nevada 
Gardener, which is distributed though garden centers as well as through traditional 
county office methods in Nevada. A series of 30-second television spot announce­
ments will be made weekly to answer-specific problems that could cause many calls 
to the county office. These spot announcements will then be made into a 30-minute 
documentary. (39)
The Oregon Cooperative Extension Service indicated that retail garden centers
cannot afford the time it takes to provide educational service to customers. Employees
trained to provide information take up too much time visiting and not enough time
selling. These operations would like to have Extension do the educational program
so people would come buy supplies. They feel that the supermarket is a thorn in their
side. People buy materials at supermarkets and then go to the garden store to get
recommendations on use, planting, and cultural practices. (39)
North Dakota's only Extension horticulturist responded with the following two
observations as he sees the situation:
Retail sales people are very limited in horticultural knowledge.
Nurserymen are not trained horticulturists, but are self-taught and 
many are capable of serving the people's needs. (3 ^
HISTORICAL ACCOUNT OF PLANTS AND MAN 
Studies show that prehistoric man was involved with the cultivation of 
plants 10,000 or 12,000 years ago, or possibly earlie r. Recent studies of ancient 
caves indicate that cultivation of the soil was practiced about 3,000 B .C . (6) 
Account after account is in the Bible indicating the important of plants to man.
Within God's scheme of creation all life is totally dependent upon plants. In 
Genesis 1:11 God said, "Let the earth put forth vegetation, plants yielding seeds, 
each according to its kind, upon the ea rth . 11 In Genesis 2:8 it states that God 
planted a Garden in Eden. All through the ages, gardens have been the symbol 
of fertility and loveliness. The Hanging Gardens of Babylon so astonished travelers 
that they were ranked as the seventh wonder of the world. Even before the days of 
European horticulture, ancient Mexican gardens were watered by aqueducts and 
their flowers scientifical ly arranged. (2)
BEGINNING OF THE NURSERY BUSINESS IN AMERICA 
It goes without saying that man's very existence was based upon his knowledge 
of plants and their uses. This gave rise to man's need to learn how to propagate and 
culture plants to meet these needs. With this in mind, it can be safely assumed 
that the early American used crop seed and plants as a means of exchange. According 
to the Massachusetts Horticulture Society, John Endicott, governor of Massachusetts 
Colony in 1644, could possibly be America's first nurseryman. "He obtained trees 
by exchanging land a t the rate of one acre for two young trees. " Pinney reports 
that the first commercial nursery was established by Robert Prince at Flushing, Long 
Island , New York about 1730. Production was at first confined primarily to fruits,
but as the country became more settled , ornamental shrubs and trees were produced 
to meet new demands.
Interestingly enough, in 1794 the Prince catalog of nursery stock listed as many 
varieties of fruits as are to be found in many of our present day catalogs. One indicator 
of the adeptness of that young industry was the fact that the Lombard poplar was 
introduced to America in 1784 and by 1798 Prince was advertising 10,000 17-ft. poplars 
for sale.
Marketing of nursery stock in the early days was greatly confined due to poor 
transportation which was limited mainly to horseback, stage coach and river boats.
The advent of the railroad enabled the nursery industry to service an expanded market 
area by the use of salesmen who called on people to discuss their needs, make recom­
mendations and take their orders. At the turn of the century people became more 
aware of their surroundings. They wanted more flowering trees and shrubs. This new 
interest gave rise to the plant mail order business.
The economic depression of the thirties forced nurserymen to turn to department 
and syndicated stores as possible outlets. Today we find thousands of chain stores 
across the country doing a land office business selling garden plants and supplies.
GROWTH OF THE GARDEN CENTER BUSINESS IN AMERICA
Davidson and Snell discuss the phenomenal growth and development of the garden
center industry in the United States. They report:
In recent years there has been a constant increased demand for 
ornamental trees, shrubs, flowers, garden equipment, and related 
supplies. The demand was generated by large increases in suburban 
populations, increased disposable incomes, and more leisure time.
These factors have helped create an estimated 81 million home gardeners
caring for over 5 ,000,000 acres of home lawns and gardens. These 
facts have caused some researchers and tradesmen to proclaim gardening 
as "America's number one hobby." (1 $
Continued population increases and the resulting congestion on highways and 
a t public recreation areas are anticipated to create further increases in home-oriented, 
outdoor recreation, which in turn will generate even greater demands for equipment 
and supplies to satisfy these needs. "The Stanford Research Institute supports this 
view in predicting that specialized garden centers and discount stores will be the 
two fastest -growing segments of retailing in the 1970's. " (]3)
Hardi-Gardens, a Nashville, Tennessee based franchising firm, equally 
enthusiastic, has estimated the total garden center market to be in excess of 7 .6  
billion dollars..(13) This study further indicated that there were some 40 different 
types of retail outlets which sold garden supplies. Of special interest was a study in 
1969 by the hardware retailers that indicated 13.6% of the people surveyed preferred 
to buy gardening materials from either Sears or Wards. The demand for garden supplies 
is so great today that 97% of all discount stores handle these materials resulting in 
an average gross of better than $87,000 from sales of these items. Interestingly enough, 
hardware stores are indicating that 10.9%  of their business is generated from sales 
of these products.
In 1969 discount stores claimed sales of better than $400,000,000 from garden 
supplies as compared to $311,000,000 in 1967. Hardware stores during this same 
year realized sales of better than $300,000,000 from these items. With this kind
of competition the garden centers began to diversify by expanding their product line
/
and upgrading their merchandising techniques.
The retail garden center has a definite advantage over other types of sales 
outlets in that competent advice and information on gardening can be afforded the 
customer in a personalized, friendly atmosphere as compared to other types of outlets. 
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In 1969 a study of marketing woody ornamentals in eleven southern states
indicated the growth of this rapidly expanding industry. Some interesting observations
from this study are as follows:
The woody ornamental nursery industry is big business in the southern 
states. In 1965 approximately 1,300 nurseries occupied more than 46,000 
acres of land and had sales of more than $52,000,000. The wholesale 
value of ornamentals sold from this same area was $43,000,000 in 1959 
as compared to $18,000,000 in 1952. The woody ornamental industry in 
the South is comparatively young with approximately 55% of the firms 
entering the nursery business after 1950.
Florida was the leading state in value of sales totalling nearly $17,000,000 
in 1965. Other leading states were Virginia, $7,000,000; Texas, $6,000,000; 
Tennessee, $5,000,000 and Alabama, $5,000,000. In 1965 approximately 125,000,000 
ornamental plants were sold by southern nurserymen alone. Approximately 72% of the 
sales of woody ornamentals were made locally, or at outlets within 25 miles of the 
nursery. (19)
Presently the demand for ornamental plants is so great that rarely is there
a significant surplus at season's end. Available information indicates little  evidence
of an impending slowdown in demand and sales of ornamentals.
The Ball Red Book for 1972 shows some very interesting figures which indicate
the increasing demand for annual flowering bedding plants.
Bedding plants, the world over are big—and getting bigger fast! Best 
intelligent estimates say, "a t least $53,000,000 per year wholesale
va lue ."  Probably $60,000,000 plus. Except for small mums combined 
(pot, cu t, garden), bedding plants are the N o. 1 floriculture crop 
in dollar value. Almost surely the fastest growing. Last figures, 1959, 
bedding plant sales, on wholesales, were $32.8 million—up 94% over 
1949. (1)
An article  in the Florida Cooperative Extension Service Annual Report for 1971
stated that: the projected value of Florida's commercially grown foliage plants is
$25,000,000 as compared with $15,000,000 in 1968. (26)
A report compiled by Smith on the Florida wholesale woody ornamental industry
indicates as follows:
Estimated acreage, sales per acre and total sales a t wholesale value of 
wood ornamental and deciduous and sub-tropical fruit and nut nursery 
stock in Florida, 1958 to 1968 with projections to 1975 and 1980.
Year
1958
1968
1975
1980
Area in 
Nursery Stock 
Acres
4,779
11,735
14,380
18,358
Estimated Area in 
Actual Production 
Acres
3,345 
8,214 
10,066. 
12,851
Estimated Sales 
Per Acre 
Dojlars
2,455
3,318
4,500
4,800
Total Estimated 
Sales 
Dollars
8,213,000
27.250.000
45.297.000
61.685.000
(24)
Lee County in 1973 had an agribusiness industry which was worth $90,000,000. 
Of this portion $7,000,000 was realized from ornamental nurseries which included 
such items as potted azaleas, citrus, shrubs, trees for landscaping and turf for lawns. 
The cut flower industry accounted for $9,000,000 from gladioli and $3,500,000
from chrysanthemums. (16)
HORTICULTURAL NEEDS OF THE HOMEOWNER 
In a stud /, "Marketing Nursery Products in Delaware" by Raleigh and Smith, 
it is indicated that better than 1, 000,000 homes per year are being constructed 
which require landscaping. Also, the trend to outdoor living has generated addi­
tional need for plants. (42)
Totch and Baker in their study pointed out the conclusions of a study by Padgett 
and Aaron which indicate the characteristics of people who buy ornamental plants 
as follows:
Suburban development has created a vast outlet for nursery stock 
and for nurserymenfs services.
In the suburbs, a large portion of owners of medium-priced homes 
are adding ornamentals to the building contractor's landscaping already 
on the plot.
Homeowners in older homes within city limits had lived in their homes 
for an average of more than ten years, but they were generally dissatisfied 
with the present landscape assortment. Many consumers in this classification 
also planned additional shrubbery purchases. (25)
Goodrich found in his study that about half of the homeowners who participated
in a special survey indicated a need for more information when asked how nurserymen
could improve their service to the public. (38)
Jarversoo reported in his study that it is essential for customers to receive
cultural information on plant care when making purchases. He reported:
Nearly one“third of all retail firms, and about three-fourths of the large 
firms, reported distributing some kind of informational aids—leaflets, 
folders, catalogs, e tc . with instructions on planting, soil requirements, 
fertilizers, pruning, and other information. One-fourth of the firms 
doing this had initiated the service before 1943, while the remaining 
two-thirds began the practice between 1953 and 1963.
Only seven of the 227 firms not distributing such informational aids had 
discontinued this service. (17)
Another study indicated that the average customer of ornamental plants has 
only a vague idea as to his wants and needs. In addition, he is usually not well 
informed as to varieties, uses and growth characteristics of plants. (25)
It would appear that more garden centers would capitalize on the fact that most 
customers in general need some type of landscape information or help with their 
purchases.
There are many sources of information used by homeowners for obtaining 
information relative to home horticulture needs. In a study in the Wilmington- 
Newark area of New Jersey, sixteen sources of information used by homeowners 
to aid them in making gardening decisions were rated. Many gave several sources 
of information. Of the 258 people in the study, 81% indicated they relied on 
their own gardening experience and knowledge. The most popular sources used 
were gardening magazines, 43%; neighbors, 40%; sales people, 39%; and articles 
in popular magazines and nursery magazines, each 34%. News articles accounted 
for 29%; and College of Agriculture accounted for 20%. Newspaper ads and gar­
dening books were about the same with 16% and 15% respectively. O f the 16 sources 
presented, the extension service rated very low with only 6% indicating uses of this 
source. Radio and television gardening programs accounted for 5% each while 
radio and television gardening commercials rated the lowest with 3% and 2% 
respectively. (42) It should be interesting to the garden center operator to 
note that next to personal experience and neighbors, the nursery-garden center sales 
outlet ranked quite high.
Dichter, of the Institute for Motivational Research, conducted a  study 
sponsored by George Ball, Inc. on the reasons people buy, or do not buy, bedding 
plants.
He reports:
The majority of our respondents purchase their bedding plants from a 
garden center or nursery. They also "spot shop" at the supermarket, 
hardware store and roadside stand. Whereas the trip to the nursery is 
usually a planned shopping trip , the purchases made a t other retail 
outlets are usually done on impulse. (14)
A percent breakdown of those surveyed as to where they buy bedding plants
indicated that 65% bought a t garden center/nurseries; 30%, supermarkets or food
stores; 25%, roadside stands; 20%, mail order/department stores; 15%, variety
stores; 5%, hardware stores. This study goes on to show that when respondents
were asked, "If you wanted information about growing bedding plants, which of
the following would you do first?" of the six categories listed, over 50% indicated
they would see a local nurseryman.
An interesting sidelight in this study is expressed as follows:
I definitely feel that nurseries should provide information about fertilizing, 
compost, watering time and watering depth. G enerally , you have to ask, 
and if you should ask, you generally get an incomplete answer. (14)
EXTENSION'S ROLE IN MEETING THE ORNAMENTAL HORTICULTURAL
NEEDS OF THE HOMEOWNER
There exists an increasing number of unsolicited home horticulture inquiries
by individuals through office visits, phone calls and m ail. According to the National
Survey of Extension Programs in  Home Horticulture, the following reasons for conducting
home horticulture programs were:
1. A large segment of the population participates in home horticulture activities.
2 . The general public is becoming more aware of the resources available 
through the Cooperative Extension Service.
3. The outreach potential to this audience is probably larger than any 
other college of agriculture endeavor.
In August, 1973, a national survey was completed by the Extension Service, 
USDA, to ascertain the program methods being used by the state extension services 
in meeting home horticulture needs of people. This study indicated that all 50 state 
extension services had educational programs designed to meet these needs. This 
growing interest as reported by 42 of the extension service respondents was attributed 
to "increasing population, growing suburban developments, greater awareness of the 
natural beauty, environmental concerns such as noise abatem ent, air and water 
pollution, and the increasing requests from professional and amateur horticultural 
groups and public and private agencies." It was very interesting to note that 49 
states reported an increase of from 5 to 150% for service type of activities rendered 
such as plant disease and insect identification over this same period of time. This 
demand for home horticulture information and service had resulted in an annual 
expenditure of 500 man years by the total extension system. The study indicated 
that extension was experiencing an increasing number of office and phone calls by 
individuals requesting gardening information. Also, there was an increasing demand 
by special interest groups for horticulture information. With reference to service 
types of activities that extension performed for groups and/or individuals, 36 of the 
states in this survey felt that this type of extension involvement should be encouraged 
as a responsibility of the land grant system. These respondents further felt that in 
the interest of an improved environment the extension service had a definite obligation 
in this respect to people as taxpayers for this service.
A most interesting point indicated in this study was "When possible, service 
on an individual basis should be confined to the county lev e l."  In view of the fact 
that at, present there are approximately 400 man years expended nationally at the 
county level in this respect, as compared with approximately 100 man years expended 
by the state staffs, it would appear that such is the case. However, the study further 
points out that state staffs feel that "County staffs are not trained in the subject matter 
areas associated with home horticulture, lack confidence and have a difficult time 
developing programs."
In response to how the state staff could more efficiently and effectively 
utilize their tim e, it was indicated that this could be done by planning and directing 
workshops and clinics, preparing publications and mass media information or training 
county staffs or para-professionals.
Some helpful and unique suggestions for conducting home horticulture programs 
in a more effective and efficient manner as identified by this study include:
1. Possibility of regional television programming on home horticulture.
2 . Regional literature planning and preparation.
3 . Using taped messages on a m ulti-state or regional basis.
4 . Computerized educational assistance with remote terminals a t strategic 
points in each state .
5 . Developing a more fitting title  for the program.
6 . Organizing state and county interdisciplinary committees to plan 
extension programs in home horticulture.
7 . Patterning home horticulture programs to the expanded nutrition program 
and its use of para-professionals.
8 . Developing regional workshops, stressing educational methods for 
Extension personnel responsible for home horticulture programs.
9. Involving non-Extension people, such as nurserymen, landscapers and 
garden club members on extension home horticulture planning committees. 
(23)
Salient factors for successfully conducting home horticulture programs by 
extension were identified in this study for rural, suburban and inner-city c lien te le . 
Following is a listing of those identified for the suburban areas:
For Suburban C lientele
1„ This audience may not be familiar with extension programs, 
but many of their interests and problems are similar to those of 
the :rural gardener.
2 . Suburbanites may or may not be familiar with gardening terminology 
and localized gardening techniques; usually are young adults, above 
average education and eager to learn.
3. They are interested in the use of plants that create privacy and are suited 
to limited space.
4. Suburban programs should allude to ecology, the environment, civic 
improvement and the individual state 's goals.
5 . H orticultural agri-business can give assistance in program content and 
areas needing extra emphasis.
6 . It is important to identify income and education level, recognize recreation 
and leisure patterns, be familiar with available commercial horticultural 
resources and the costs associated with horticultural activities such as 
planting, spraying, mowing or pruning. The suburban audience in some 
regions or states is stratified by educational and income levels.
7 . The care of lawns, trees, and shrubs is an important topic. This audience 
also has high interest in learning and applying the principles of landscape 
design.
8 . House plants are important to some members of this audience. Some of 
this clientele may be specialists for specific plants.
9. It is from this audience that many of the telephone calls, letters and office 
visits are received. They are seeking information about the factors 
influencing plant growth, i . e . ,  soils, fertilizers, insects, diseases, 
watering, novel use of plants, or exotic plant materials.
10. Suburbanties can be reached through mutual interest groups, civic or
community organizations, or Extension-sponsored activ ities. Mass media
fact sheets and para-professionals are potential methods of helping 
this audience.
11. Make your programs pertinent and timely and consider follow-up
efforts through clinics, demonstrations, tours, or additional workshops 
and meetings.
A Minnesota Extension Service study of the needs of home gardeners was 
conducted to maximize extension's resources in developing informal educational 
programs in an effort to efficiently meet the horticulture needs of people. The 
information for this study was gathered from a sampling of telephone callers who 
contacted selected university departments and county extension offices. O f the 
350 respondents selected, it was found that the callers were basically from single­
family owner occupied types of dwellings. Approximately 94% of these respondents 
had some type of ornamental plants. Of these, the average urban dweller spent 
approximately eight hours per week during the growing season caring for their plants. 
About half of those interviewed spent five hours or less per week on home gardening 
chores. It was noted that gardening activities of the respondents increased with 
income and also increased for those who live in the suburban areas. There was no 
difference in gardening activity of respondents when compared to sex or education. 
Most gardeners were married women, with those from the suburban area being some­
what younger, being better educated; having higher income occupations and owning 
their own homes.
Over two-thirds of these respondents indicated that they discussed gardening 
with friends and neighbors. They also indicated some consistency when considering 
the actual and usual sources for information. Family and neighbors ranked highest 
as a source while a third indicated gardening stores. However, as a preferried source 
for information as indicated by use of a prepared listing of sources, University 
specialists ranked the highest followed by garden center outlets. Garden stores
appeared to be the usual source of information for about one-third of all home 
gardeners. It was indicated that these stores played a major role for the more 
active and knowledgeable gardener.
The highly active neighborhood gardener served as a frequent source of 
information to the neighborhood. It was found that these persons were catalysts 
for new information, were more knowledgeable, were frequent users of mass media 
garden topics, were more likely to own and use reference books, were likely to 
attend special gardening meetings, were discriminating in their source of information, 
and were more likely to seek informationifrom University specialists and garden 
outlets.
Only about 5% of the urban home gardeners sampled ever listened to daily 
extension programs. Most of those who did listen, did so less than once a week. 
During the gardening season 10% indicated they had even watched the weekly 
Extension program and that they watched it less than once a month.
The study indicated that the University or State Extension Service as a 
source of horticulture information was rated as good by respondents; however, 
information from the county extension source was not particularly good.
It was reported that about 40% of the respondents had most confidence in the state 
source, with about 18% reporting they actually used the state source. (21)
A Colorado study of commercial and governmental horticultural occupations 
showed that there was a need for in-service training. However, it was difficult to 
determine the particular subject needs of those sampled by the interview method 
used. (35)
The 1965 Yearbook of Agriculture, Consumers A ll, covers a topic on how to 
grow plants. The article cautions the home gardener as to the various situations and 
conditions that must be considered when planting with suggested sources for information.
Following is a list of sources in the order presented in the article:
G et to know successful gardeners in vicinity .
Join a garden club.
Know local county agent.
Obtain extension bulletins.
USDA bulletins.
Books and magazines.
Library. ( 9)
In an article by Troldahl in the Journal of Cooperative Extension , "Communi­
cating to the Suburbs," it was indicated that only a small percentage of the suburbanites 
are aware of the Extension Service, while at the same time these people indicated a 
need for Extension-type information, particularly in home economics and horticulture.
It was concluded in this study that Extension mass media efforts apparently have not 
reached large segments of the suburban community. However, it was brought out 
that without large staffs, Extension will be unable to disseminate information to the 
suburban community on a face-to-face basis. It is suggested in the a rtic le , though, 
to reach many people economically, some form of mass media or specialized media 
is usually more efficient. (33)
An extension horticulturist from Minnesota indicated that in April, 1973, 
their office answered 3536 telephone calls related to horticulture. A comment of 
interest from this, extension worker is as follows:
We do not expect, however, that point-of-sale information will ever 
take the place of the demand upon this urban university campus for 
information and educational materials. (39)
The county agent's office in Duval County, Florida, in one year received
8,000 telephone calls related to home horticulture. (10) While the influx of senior 
citizens continues to increase in Florida, it is obvious that the role of the county 
agricultural agent will assume a new image as these people seek assistance with 
their horticultural interest in the suburbs and villages. It was interesting to note 
that the extension service in Florida reached a total audience of 258,514 people 
in 1972 with ornamental plant information. It was even more interesting to note 
that these contacts outrank the contacts made in each of the many other program 
areas. Family stability was the only other program area to top those of the ornamental 
area. (36) In 1971, the same trend existed for the ornamental program contact. 
However, the only other program area to reach a greater audience was the youth 
program. (26)
It was also interesting to note the number of people being reached by Florida 
women agents in the home grounds area. In 1971 these agents reached an audience 
of 105,300 which greatly outranks the contacts made in any other program areas of 
the home economics phase of the program. (26)
“Do You Know Your County A gent?" is an article that appears in The Popular 
Science Illustrated Almanac for Homeowners. In part are some of the points stressed 
in the article:
Every homeowners should know about the Cooperative Extension Service. 
County and Home Agents have publications on lawns, gardening, shrubs, 
trees, and flowers.
Agents pass along helpful information to the public through mass media.
Agents conduct meetings and demonstrations.
Agents prepare taped messages on gardening for the dial-a-m essage service.
County Agents do have time to render individual home call service.
Some gardening problems may be handled by telephone or m ail. (11)
Cleo Stiles Bryan, President of the National Association of Extension Home
Economists in an a rtic le , "A Time for Renewal," centered on the needs for professional
improvement made the following observation as to the need for change:
Our extension world is changing just as today's families are changing.
Our needs and efforts are directed toward meeting individual needs 
in order to satisfy the physical, social, aestheticai, cultural, emotional 
and the intellectual needs and their relationship to Extension as a whole.
Charles McDougall, Deputy Administrator of the Federal Extension Service
addressed the Florida Annual Extension Conference in August of 1972. His remarks
were centered on the national trends for program directors in the Extension Service.
Following are some selected comments from that presentation;
We continually find ourselves getting further recognition for our ability 
to adjust programs, to changing needs and conditions and our ability 
to relate effectively to local and national goals. Currently and in 
the future we can see rapid changes in technology and life styles 
that will present even further challengers and opportunities in big 
problems ranging over broad extremes. Philosophy of change is far more 
evident today—it is important and it covers many things, such as changes 
in health, housing, education, ecology, poverty,pollution, taxes, 
drugs, transportation, ju s tic e .. .(40)
The University of Missouri Extension Service has taken definite steps to 
get right in the middle of the environmental situation. Two environmental specialists 
are now part of a special staff to help communities that are struggling with environ­
mental problems. The primary job with this new link with people is education.
Their work is with all age groups, individuals, schools, agencies, legislators, civic 
groups, clubs, youth groups or anyone who requests their help. They try to digest 
the constant flow of mass information about the environment into a proper perspective 
with people. (30)
Considering that population is growing at the rapid pace of about 2 ,000,000 
people a year it is easy to suppose that within the next 25 years American could easily 
have 100,000,000 more people. (3) With the stress and strain that surely is to 
exist from such a high density population—how is the Extension Service to assist in 
fostering a quality environment for a ll?  (30)
A Good Life for More People is not only part of the USDA challenge to 
current trends but also part of President Nixon's new policy of growth for the nation. 
"The administration's program is designed to encourage redistribution of the popula­
tion of this nation over the next 30 years to take some pressure off the metropolitan 
centers and create new growth centers around smaller cities and towns in rural 
America. It seems to many that we need in the United States perhaps 400 or more 
new towns and cities—say of about 25,000 to 250,000 and with space to grow . 1 (3) 
The 21st century, as well as the immediate future will require plant varieties 
to conform to the changed styles of architecture that are sure to come. Landscape 
plant materials for the future will have to be smog-proof, adaptive to climate and 
soils, soil compaction as a result of traffic, resistant to insect and disease attacks 
and ease of m aintenance. (10)
As the American population explodes on a fixed land area it becomes quite 
evident that planning is c ritica l. The task ahead is that of quality environmental
planning. This type of planning requires a team approach of experts from other 
disciplines. As part of this team it can safely be assumed that the land grant 
extension system will be heavily involved in such an undertaking. (3)
The University of Florida has a team approach in meeting the horticultural 
needs of the sta te . Ornamental efforts are implemented in each of the disciplines 
through specific projects in research, teaching and extension. This is accomplished 
through approximately 53 ornamental horticulture faculty members devoting their 
time to the discovery and dissemination of information to be used by people. This 
goal is facilitated through strategically located research centers around the state which 
serve the needs of growers and producers, grounds maintenance superintendents, 
retail garden centers, consumers, home gardeners, students and professional ornamental 
horticulturists for information on all aspects of the cultural aspects and use of 
ornamental plants.
The state-w ide staff of county extension workers from Florida's 67 counties 
play a major rol in the dissemination of information to the general public of the 
state. In 1973 the state-wide extension staff expended xi total of 7,245 man days 
reaching an audience of approximately 270,000 people with horticultural information. 
This figure for audience reached does not take into account people reached through 
mass media efforts. (37)
The writer in this review of literature attempted to present information relative 
to the growth and development of the nursery /garden  center retail business as it relates 
to the current demand for Extension assistance on home horticulture problems. This has 
resulted in concern by Extension to satisfy the horticulture need of the homeowner 
through studying program content, and the educational processes in order to increase
efficiency and effectiveness in achieving these goals. The role of the local retail 
garden center as an educational adjunct to the Extension Service in meeting the 
needs of the homeowner should be considered.
CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA 
I . Mean Knowledge of Homeowners and Garden Center Sales People
The stud/ was designed to test the mean knowledge levels among homeowners 
and among garden center sales people relative to certain horticulture concepts 
regarding water, fertilizer and diseases. The overall mean knowledge level among 
respondents of each of these respective groups are shown in each of the tables 
presented in relation to these horticulture concepts. However, with the exception 
of Table I where only the overall mean knowledge level is shown, the tables show, 
in addition, the mean knowledge levels as they relate to the variables presented.
The following tables in this section show the mean knowledge levels of each 
of the two groups studied as they relate to the variables presented. It is interesting 
to note that when considering total mean knowledge for the two groups, of the twenty- 
five horticulture questions used, only about 50% were answered correctly by each 
of these groups.
The letters " G .C .S .P ."  will be used to represent garden center sales people 
in the tables throughout the study.
The low percentage of responses that are found in certain categories of the 
tables should be taken into consideration when reviewing the study.
TABLE I
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
BETWEEN HOMEOWNERS AND RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, 1973
MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Horticulture
Concepts
Possible
Score
HOMEOWNERS 
Mean Knowledge 
(N=70)
RETAIL G .C .S .P . 
Mean Knowledge 
(N=68)
Total 
Means 
(N=l 38)
Water 20 12.8 10.3 11.6
Fertilizer 40 21 .3 18.3 19.8
Disease 40 20 .7 22.2 21 .4
Overall 100 54.8 50.8 52.8
F = 3 .5 9  P -K .06
See Appendix D for breakdown on percentage^of correct responses by home­
owners and garden center sales people in relation to knowledge of horticulture concepts 
of water, fertilizer and disease.
The possible score obtainable from questions relative to water was 20 and the 
total mean knowledge score was 11 .6 . Homeowners were just slightly over this level 
with a mean knowledge score of 12.8 while garden center sales people were just under 
this level with a mean knowledge score of 10.3.
The possible score from questions relative to fertilizer was 40. A total mean 
knowledge score of 19.8 was obtained. Homeowners were just slightly over this level 
with a mean knowledge score of 21 .3  while garden center sales people were just slightly 
under this level with a mean knowledge score of 18.3.
The possible score from questions relative to disease was 40 and a total mean 
knowledge score of 2 1 .4  was obtained. Homeowners were just slightly under this 
level with a mean knowledge score of 20 .7  while garden center sales people were just 
slightly over with a mean knowledge score of 2 2 .2 .
Of the three categories used, it is interesting to note that home 
gardeners had an overall mean knowledge score of 54 .8  as compared to an overall mean 
knowledge score of 50 .8  for garden center sales people. This difference in overall 
mean knowledge could possibly be related to the fact that 30% of the garden cen ter 
sales people interviewed had less than one year of experience and 21% had only from 
one to two years' experience, indicating 51% of the sales people had two years or less 
of experience in the horticultural line of work. (See Table XXXVII.)
When considering the total mean scores of knowledge for the two groups, it is 
somewhat surprising to note that garden center sales people-had lower scores for water 
and fertilizer and only a slightly higher score for disease as compared to homeowners.
The difference between homeowners and garden center sales people in mean 
knowledge of horticulture concepts was found to be statistically significant at the 
.06 level in relation to knowledge of horticulture concepts regarding water, fertilizer 
and disease. In almost all cases homeowners scored higher than garden center personnel.
Table II shows that homeowners who indicated six to nine years of residence 
in South Florida had the highest mean knowledge score of 61 .5  . Those homeowners 
who indicated 10 or more years residence had the lowest mean knowledge score of
5 1 .1 .
The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were found to be 
statistically significant among homeowners a t the .22 level in relation to length of 
residence. With the exception of those homeowners with 6—9 years of residence, 
it is interesting to note that as length of residence increased, mean knowledge 
appears to decrease.
Garden center sales people who indicated six to nine years of residence in 
South Florida had the highest mean knowledge score of 5 6 .0 . Those sales people 
who indicated one year or less residence had the lowest mean knowledge score of
4 4 .0 .
The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were found to be 
statistically significant among garden center sales people at the .09 level in relation 
to length of residence.
TABLE II
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS AND RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA 
ACCORDING TO LENGTH OF RESIDENCE, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Length of 
Residence
Percent
HOMEOWNERS
Mean Knowledge 
(N=70)
RETAIL.'G.S.C.P.
Percent Mean Knowledge 
(N=68)
1 year 11 53.5 10 44.0
2 years 7 53.6 10 44.6
3—5 years 29 52.6 18 47 .7
£ —9 years 27 61 .5 9 56.0
10 or more years 26 51.1 53 53.6
Overall 100 54.8 100 50.8
F=1 .51 P<.22 F=2 .99 P<.09
Table III shows that homeowners who indicated that they were in the 60—69 
age category had the highest mean knowledge score of 5 8 .9 . Those homeowners 
who indicated that they were in the 40—49 age category had the lowest mean 
knowledge score of 33 .6 .
The differences in the mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were not 
found to be statistically significant among homeowners in relation to age.
Garden center sales people who indicated that they were in the 60—69 
age category had the highest mean knowledge score of 59 .1 . Those sales people who 
indicated that they were in the 29 years or younger category had the lowest mean 
knowledge score of 4 2 .9 .
The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were found to be
statistically significant among garden center sales people a t the .16 level in relation 
to age. As age increased, mean knowledge also increased.
TABLE III
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS AND RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA 
ACCORDING TO AGE, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
AGE HOMEOWNERS RETAIL G .C .S .P .
Percent Mean Knowledge Percent Mean Knowledge
(N=70) (N=68)
29 or younger 4 50.6 37 42 .9
30—39 9 48.6 10 48 .0
40—49 7 33.6 21 56 .3
50—59 21 54.6 19 56.0
60—69 41 5 8 .9 13 59.1
70 or over 17 58 .0 — ------
Overall 100 54.8 100 50 .8
F = .21 P N S F = 2.06 P <  .16
Table IV presents the overall mean knowledge levels by sex for both groups 
combined. In addition, the mean knowledge level for men and women within each 
group is shown. I t ‘is interesting to note that men had the higher overall mean knowledge 
level score of 5 5 .1 . The women had the lower overall mean knowledge score of 46 .9 .
The differences in overall mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were 
found to be statistically significant a t the .001 level in relation to sex. While it 
was shown that men were significantly more knowledgeable than women, this did 
not hold true in the homeowner category, where women had the higher mean knowledge 
score. It is somewhat interesting to note that while the difference in mean knowledge 
between sexes among homeowners was not that great, there was a considerable 
difference within the garden center sales people group.
TABLE IV
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS AND RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA,
ACCORDING TO SEX, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
SEX HOMEOWNERS 
Percent Mean Knowledg 
(N=70)
RETAIL G .C .S .P . 
e Percent Mean Knowledge 
(N=68)
OVERALL
MEAN
KNOWLEDGE
(N=I38)
Male 70 54.6 75 55.5 55.1
Female 30 55.2 25 36.7 46 .9
Overal 1 TOO 54.8 100 50.8 52.8
F = 11.16 P <  .001
Table V shows that homeowners who indicated that they had a college degree 
had the highest mean knowledge score of 5 7 .5 . Those homeowners who indicated 
that they had less than a high school education had the lowest mean knowledge score 
of 47 .3 . The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were found to 
be statistically significant among homeowners at the .08 level in relation to education. 
As level of educational attainment increased, mean knowledge also increased.
Garden center sales people who indicated that they had a college degree had 
the highest mean knowledge score of 7 4 .7 . Those sales people who indicated that 
they had graduated from high school had the lowest mean knowledge score of 43 .6 .
The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were not found to be 
statistically significant among garden center sales people in relation to education. 
While it could be expected that garden center sales people with college degrees or 
some college training would score higher, it is somewhat interesting to note that high 
school graduates scored lower in mean knowledge than did sales people with less than 
a high school education.
TABLE V
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS AND RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA 
ACCORDING TO EDUCATION, 1973.
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
EDUCATION HOMEOWNERS RETAIL G .C .S .P .
Percent Mean Knowledge Percent Mean Knowledge
(N=70) (N=68)
Less than high school 9 47.3 24 49.0
High school graduate 21 53.3 41 43.6
Some college 36 54 .9 31 58.5
College degree 34 57 .5 4 74.7
Overall 100 54.8 100 50.8
F = 3.20 P C .0 8 F = .09 P h
Table VI shows that homeowners who indicated that they had little  or no need 
for information on landscape design had the highest mean knowledge score of 58 .2 . 
Those homeowners who indicated that they had great need for information on landscape 
design had the lowest mean knowledge score of 41 .0 .
The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were found to be 
statistically significant among homeowners a t the .08 level in relation to need for 
information landscape design. There was a direct inverse relationship between mean 
knowledge and need of homeowners. As need increased, mean knowledge decreased.
Garden center sales people who indicated that they had a great need for 
information on landscape design had the highest mean knowledge score of 51 .5 .
Those sales people who indicated that they had a moderate need for information on 
landscape design had the lowest mean knowledge score of 5 1 .0 . The differences in 
mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were found to be statistically significant 
among garden center sales people at the .16 level in relation to need for information 
on landscape design.
TABLE VI
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS AND RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
NEED FOR INFORMATION O N  LANDSCAPE DESIGN, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Need for Information HOMEOWNERS RETAIL G .C .S .P .
on Percent Mean Knowledge Percent Mean Knowledge
Landscape Design (N=70) (N=68)
G reat 16 41 .0 31 51.5
Moderate 39 57.0 32 51.0
Little or None 46 58.2 37 51.2
Overal 1 100 54 .8 100 50.8
F = 3.28 P < .0 8  F = .90 P < .1 6
Table VII shows that homeowners who indicated a moderate need for information 
on plant selection and use hqd the highest mean knowledge score of 5 6 .1 . Those 
homeowners who indicated little  or no need for information on plant selection and use 
had the lowest mean knowledge score of 5 1 .4 . The differences in mean knowledge of 
horticulture concepts were found to be statistically significant among homeowners at
the .23 level in relation to need for information on plant selection and use.
Garden center sales people who indicated a great need for information on 
plant selection and use had the highest mean knowledge score of 5 5 .0 . Those sales 
people who indicated a moderate need for information on plant selection and use had 
the lowest mean knowledge score of 4 6 .0 . The differences in mean knowledge of 
horticulture concepts were found to be statistically significant among garden center 
sales people a t the .16 level in relation to need for information on plant selection 
and use.
TABLE VII
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS AND RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
NEED FOR INFORMATION O N  PLANT SELECTION AND USE, 1973.
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Need for Information 
on Plant Selection 
and Use
HOMEOWNERS 
Percent Mean Knowledge 
(N=70)
RETAIL G .C .S .P . 
Percent Mean Knowledge 
(N=68)
G reat 27 55 .4 41 55.0
Moderate 52 56.1 38 46.0
Little or None 21 51.4 21 51.4
Overall 100 54.8 100 50.8
F = 1.48 P C .23 F = 2.01 P C .16
Table VIII shows that homeowners who indicated that they had a great need
for information on plant care had the highest mean knowledge score of 5 8 .9 . Those 
homeowners who indicated that they had little  or no need for information on plant
care had the lowest mean knowledge score of 5 0 .2 . The differences in mean knowledge 
of horticulture concepts were not found to be statistically significant among homeowners 
in relation to need for information on plant care.
Garden center sales people who indicated that they had little  or no need for 
information on plant care had the highest mean knowledge score of 6 1 .2 . Those 
sales people who indicated that they had a moderate need for information on plant 
care had the lowest mean knowledge score of 47 .2 . The differences in mean knowledge 
of horticulture concepts were not found to be statistically significant among garden 
center sales people in relation to need for information on plant care.
TABLE -VIII
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS AND RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
NEED FOR INFORMATION ON PLANT CARE, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Need for Information HOMEOWNERS RETAIL G .C .S .P .
on Percent Mean Knowledge Percent Mean Knowledge
Plant Care (N=70) (N=68)
G reat 37 58 .9  44 51 .6
Moderate 50 54.2 41 47.2
Little or None 13 50.2 15 61.2
Overall 100 54.8  100 50.8
F = .73 P N S F = .87 P N S
Table IX shows that homeowners who indicated that they had a moderate need 
for information on lawn care had the highest mean knowledge score of 5 7 .3 . Those 
homeowners who indicated that they had little  or no need for information on lawn 
care had the lowest mean knowledge score of 5 1 .1 . The differences in mean knowledge 
of horticulture concepts were not found to be statistically significant among homeowners 
in relation to need for information on lawn care.
Garden center sales people who indicated that they had a moderate need for 
information on lawn care had the highest mean knowledge score of 53.6 . Those sales 
people who indicated that they had a great need for information on lawn care had 
the lowest mean knowledge score of 48 .0 . The differences in mean knowledge of 
horticulture concepts were not found to be statistically significant among garden 
center sales people in relation to need for informatioh on lawn care.
TABLE IX
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTfD HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS AND RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
NEED FOR INFORMATION O N  LAWN CARE, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Need for Information HOMEOWNERS RETAIL G .C .S .P .
on Percent Mean Knowledge Percent Mean Knowledge
Lawn Care (N=70) (N=68)
Great 33 53.2 38 48.0
Moderate 54 57.3 43 53.6
U ttle  or None 13 51.1 19 52 .9Overall 100 54.8 100 50.8
F = .14 P N S F = 4 .34  P <  .04
Table X shows that homeowners who indicated that they had a moderate need
for information on fertilization of plants had the highest mean knowledge score of
5 8 .1 . Those homeowners who indicated that they had little  or no need for information 
on fertilization of plants had the lowest mean knowledge score of 4 4 .4 . The differences 
in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were found not to be statistically significant 
among homeowners in relation to need for information on fertilization of plants.
Garden center sales people who indicated that they had a moderate need for 
information on fertilization of plants had the highest mean knowledge score of 5 3 .4 . 
Those garden center sales people who indicated that they had a great need for infor­
mation on fertilization of plants had the lowest mean knowledge score of 4 6 . 1. The 
differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were found not to be statisti­
cally significant among garden center sales people in relation to need for information 
on fertilization of plants.
TABLE X
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS AND RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
NEED FOR INFORMATION O N  FERTILIZATION OF PLANTS, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Need for Information HOMEOWNERS RETAIL G .C .S .P .
on Percent Mean Knowledge Percent Mean Knowledge
Fertilization of Plants (N=70) (N=68)
G reat 40 55 .7  32 46.1
Moderate 47 58.1 50 53 .4
Little or None 13 44 .4  18 53.3
Overall 100 54 .8  100 50.8
F = 1.04 P N S F = .61 P N S
Table XI shows that homeowners who indicated that they had a great need 
for information on insect and disease control had the highest mean knowledge score 
of 5 7 .0 . Those homeowners who indicated that they had little  or no need for information 
on insect and disease control had the lowest mean knowledge score of 4 7 .6 . The dif­
ferences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were found not to be statistically 
significant among homeowners in relation to need for information on insect and disease 
control. While the mean knowledge differences among homeowners were not found to 
be significant, it is interesting to note that as need for information on insect and 
disease control increased, mean knowledge also increased.
Garden center sales people who indicated that they had little or no need for 
information on insect and disease control had the highest mean knowledge score of
5 7 .0 . Those sales people who indicated that they had a great need for information on 
insect and disease control had the lowest mean knowledge score of 4 7 .4 . The differences 
in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were found to be statistically significant 
among garden center sales people at the .08 level in relation to need for information 
on insect and disease^control. As the level of need for information decreased, mean 
knowledge increased.
TABLE XI
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS AND RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
NEED FOR INFORMATION O N  INSECT AND DISEASE CONTROL, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Need for Information HOMEOWNERS RETAIL G .C .S .P .
on Insect Percent Mean Knowledge Percent Mean Knowledge
and Disease Control (N=70) (N=68)
Great 47 57.0 56 47.4
Moderate 40 55.2 32 54.3
Little or None 13 47.6 12 57.0
Overall 100 54.8 100 50.8
F = .001 P N S  F = 3.33 P < .0 8
Table XII shows that homeowners who indicated that they had great need for 
information on proper watering of lawn and plants had the highest mean knowledge 
score of 6 0 .2 . Those homeowners who indicated that they had little  or no need
for information on proper watering of lawn and plants had the lowest mean knowledge 
score of 4 9 .0 . The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were not 
found to be statistically significant among homeowners in relation to need for infor­
mation on proper watering of lawn and plants. However, as the level of need for 
information increased for homeowners, mean knowledge also increased.
Garden center-sales people who indicated that they had little  or no need for 
information on proper watering of lawn and plants had the highest mean knowledge 
score of 5 9 .8 . Those sales people who indicated they had a great need for information 
on proper watering of lawn and plants had the lowest mean knowledge score of 47 .8 .
The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were found to be statistically 
significant among garden center sales people a t the .08 level in relation to need for 
information on proper watering of lawn and plants. As the level of need for informa­
tion on proper watering of lawn and plants decreased, the mean knowledge level 
increased.
TABLE XII
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS AND RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
NEED FOR INFORMATION O N  
PROPER WATERING OF LAWN AND PLANTS, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Need for Information 
on Proper Watering 
of Lawn and Plants
HOMEOWNERS 
Percent Mean Knowledge 
(N=70)
RETAIL G .C .S .P . 
Percent Mean Knowledge 
(N=68)
G reat 24 60.2 25 47.8
Moderate 54 55.0 50 49.0
Little or None 22 49.0 25 59.8
Overall 100 54 .8 100 50.8
F -  .94 P N S F = 3.15 P< .08
Table XIII shows that homeowners who indicated that they had little  or no 
need for information on weed control had the highest mean knowledge score of 56 .0 . 
Those homeowners who indicated that they had a great need for information on weed 
control had the lowest mean knowledge score of 5 4 .2 . The differences in mean 
knowledge of horticulture concepts were found to be statistically significant among 
homeowners at the .03 level in relation to need for information on weed control.
As the level of need decreased, mean knowledge increased.
Garden center sales people who indicated that they had little  or no need 
for information on weed control had the highest mean knowledge score of 53 .0 .
Those sales people who indicated that they had great need for information on weed 
control had the lowest mean knowledge score of 5 0 .2 . The differences in mean
knowledge of horticulture concepts were not found to be statistically significant
among garden center sales people in relation to need for information on weed control.
(
However, as the level of need decreased, mean knowledge increased.
TABLE XIII
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS AND RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
NEED FOR INFORMATION O N  WEED CONTROL,
1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Need for Information 
on
Weed Control
HOMEOWNERS 
Percent Mean Knowledge 
(N=70)
RETAIL G .C .S .P . 
Percent Mean Knowledge 
(N=68)
G reat 
Moderate 
Little or None 
Overall
33 54.2 
50 55.4 
17 56.0 
100 54.8
40 50.2 
37 51.2 
33 53.0 
100 50.8
F = 4 .83 P < .0 3 F = .79 P N S
Table XIV shows that homeowners who indicated that they had used radio often
as a source of horticulture information had the highest mean knowledge score of 60 .0 . 
Those homeowners who indicated that they had occasionally used radio as a source of 
horticulture information had the lowest mean knowledge score of 4 8 .5 . The differences 
in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were found to be statistically significant 
among homeowners at the .22 level in relation to use of radio as a source of horticulture 
information.
Garden center sales people who indicated that th e /  had often used radio as 
a source of horticulture information had the highest mean knowledge score of 59 .6 . 
Those garden center sales people who indicated that they had never used radio as a 
source of horticulture information had the lowest mean knowledge score of 4 9 .1. The 
differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were found not to be statis­
tically  significant among garden center sales people in relation to use of radio as 
a source of horticulture information. However, as the level of use of radio as a source 
for horticulture information increased, mean knowledge also increased.
TABLE XIV
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS AND RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
USE OF RADIO AS A SOURCE FOR HORTICULTURE INFORMATION, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Use of Radio as a HOMEOWNERS RETAIL G .C .S .P .
Source for Percent Mean Knowledge Percent Mean Knowledge
Horticulture (N=70) (N=68)
Information
Often 1 60.0 4 59.6
Occasionally 23 48.5 25 55.2
Never 76 57.3 71 49.1
Overal 1 100; 54.8 100 50.8
F = 1.55 P<  .22 F = .72 P N S
Table XV shows that homeowners who indicated that horticulture information 
received from radio was very useful had the highest mean knowledge score of 60 .0 . 
Those homeowners who indicated that horticulture information received from radio was 
fairly useful had the lowest mean knowledge score of 5 0 .1 . The differences in mean 
knowledge of horticulture were found to be statistically significant among homeowners 
a t the .23 level in relation to usefulness of horticulture information received from 
radio .
Carden center sales people who indicated that horticulture information received 
from radio was fairly useful had the highest mean knowledge score of 5 8 .2 . Those sales 
people who indicated that horticulture information received from radio was not useful 
had the lowest mean knowledge score of 49 .2 . The differences in mean knowledge of 
horticulture concepts were not found to be statistically significant among garden 
center sales people in relation to usefulness of horticulture information received 
from radio.
TABLE XV
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS AND RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
USEFULNESS OF HORTICULTURE INFORMATION 
RECEIVED FROM RADIO, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Usefulness of HOMEOWNERS RETAIL G .C .S .P .
Information Percent Mean Knowledge Percent Mean Knowledge
from Radio (N=70) (N=68)
Very useful 1 60.0 13 52.0
Fairly useful 22 50.1 13 58.2
Not useful 77 56.0 74 49.2
Overall 100 54 .8 100 50.8
F = 1.48 P C .2 3  F = .42 P .N S
Table XVI shows that homeowners who indicated that they often used television 
as a source of horticulture information had the highest mean knowledge of 5 6 .0 . Those 
homeowners who indicated that they occasionally used television as a source of horti­
culture information had the lowest mean knowledge score of 5 5 .1 . The differences in 
mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were not found to be statistically significant 
among homeowners in relation to the use of television as a source for horticulture 
information.
Garden center sales people who indicated that they often used television as a 
source of horticulture information had the highest mean knowledge score of 6 0 .0 .
Those sales people who indicated that they never used television as a source of 
horticulture information had the lowest mean knowledge score of 50 .5 .
The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were found to be 
statistically significant among garden center sales people a t the .07 level in relation 
to the use of television as a source of horticulture information. As the level of use 
of television, increased as a  source o f horticulture information, mean knowledge 
also increased.
TABLE XVI
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS AND RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
USE OF TELEVISION AS A SOURCE FOR HORTICULTURE INFORMATION,
1973 .
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Use of Television as HOMEOWNERS RETAIL G .C .S .P .
a Source for Percent Mean Knowledge Percent Mean Knowledge
Horticulture (N=70) (N=68)
Information
Often
Occasionally
Never
Overall
F = .004 P N S F = 3 .34 P <  .07
2
34
64
100
56.0
55.1
55 .7
54.8
2
35
63
100
60.0
52.0
50.5
50.8
Table XVII shows that homeowners who indicated that horticulture information 
received from television was very useful had the highest mean knowledge score of 56 .0 . 
Those homeowners who indicated that horticulture information received from television
was not useful had the lowest mean knowledge score of 5 5 .2 . The differences in 
mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were not found to be statistically significant 
among homeowners in relation to usefulness of horticulture information received 
from television. However, as the level of usefulness of horticulture information received 
from television increased, mean knowledge also increased.
Garden center sales people who indicated that horticulture information 
received from television was fairly useful had the highest mean knowledge score of
5 3 .0 . Those sales people who indicated that horticulture information received from 
television was very useful had the lowest mean knowledge score of 48 .0 . The 
differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were found to be statistically 
significant among garden center sales people at the  .15 level in relation to usefulness 
of horticulture information received from television.
TABLE XVII
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS AND RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
USEFULNESS OF HORTICULTURE INFORMATION RECEIVED 
FROM TELEVISION, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Usefulness of 
Horticulture 
Information 
Received from 
Television
HOMEOWNERS 
Percent Mean Knowledge 
(N=70)
RETAIL G .C .S .P .
Percent Mean Knowledge 
(N=68)
Very useful 
Fairly useful 
Not useful 
Overall
1 56.0 
33 55.3 
66 55.2 
100 54.8
12 48.0 
23 53.0 
65 50.1 
100 50.8
F = .05 P N S F = 2 .1 2  P <  . 15
Table XVIII shows that homeowners who indicated that they had often used 
the newspaper as a source of horticulture information had the highest mean knowledge 
score of 5 9 .0 . Those homeowners who indicated that they had never used the newspaper 
as a source of horticulture information had the lowest mean knowledge score of 43 .0 . 
The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were found not to be 
statistically significant among homeowners in relation to use of newspaper as a source 
of horticulture information. However, as the level of use of newspaper increased by 
homeowners as a source of horticulture information, mean knowledge also increased.
Garden center sales people who indicated that they had occasionally used 
newspaper as a source of horticulture information had the highest mean knowledge 
score of 55.0* Those sales people who indicated that they had never used newspaper 
as a  source of horticulture information had the lowest mean knowledge score of 40 .2 . 
The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were found to be statis­
tically  significant among garden center sales people a t the .10 level in relation to 
use of newspaper as a source of horticulture information.
TABLE XVIII
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS AND RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
USE OF NEWSPAPER AS A SOURCE OF •
HORTICULTURE INFORMATION, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Use of Newspaper HOMEOWNERS RETAIL G .C .S .P .
as a Source of Percent Mean Knowledge Percent Mean Knowledge
Horticulture (N=70) (N=68)
Information
Often 49 59.0 43 54.3
Occasionally 40 53.0 32 55.0
Never 11 43.0 25 40.2
Overal 1 100 54.8 100 50.8
F = .001 P N S F = 2 .83 P <  .10
Table XIX shows that homeowners who indicated that horticulture information 
obtained from newspaper was very useful had the highest mean knowledge score of
6 3 .0 . Those homeowners who indicated that horticulture information obtained from 
newspaper was not useful had the lowest mean knowledge score of 4 3 .0 . The differences 
in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were found not to be statistically significant 
among homeowners in relation to usefulness of horticulture information obtained from 
newspaper. However, the level of usefulness of horticulture information obtained by 
homeowners from newspaper increased, mean knowledge also increased.
Garden center sales people who indicated that horticulture information 
obtained from newspaper was fairly useful had the highest mean knowledge score of
56 .0 . Those sales people who indicated that horticulture information obtained from 
newspaper was not useful had the lowest mean knowledge score of 4 0 .2 . The differences 
in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were found hot to be statistically significant 
among garden center sales people in relation to usefulness of horticulture information 
obtained from newspaper.
TABLE XIX
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS AND RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
USEFULNESS OF HORTICULTURE INFORMATION 
OBTAINED FROM NEWSPAPER, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Usefulness of HOMEOWNERS RETAIL G .C .S .P .
Information Obtained Percent Mean Knowledge Percent Mean Knowledge
from Newspaper . (N=70) (N=68)
Very useful 34 63.0 47 54 .5
Fairly useful 54 52.4 28 56.0
Not useful 12 43.0 25 40.2
Overall 100 54.8 100 50.8
F = .10 P N S F = 1.20 P N S
Table XX shows that homeowners who indicated that they often used gardening
magazines or books as a source of horticulture information had the highest mean
knowledge score of 6 2 .7 . Those homeowners who indicated that they never used 
gardening magazines or books as a source of horticulture information had the lowest 
mean knowledge score of 49 .4 . The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture 
concepts were found to be statistically significant among homeowners a t the .19 level 
in relation to use of gardening magazines or books as a source of horticulture information. 
As the use of gardening magazines or books by homeowners increased, mean knowledge 
also increased.
Garden center sales people who indicated that they often used gardening 
magazines or books as a  source of horticulture information had the highest mean 
knowledge score of 5 7 .4 . Those sales people who indicated that they never used 
these sources for horticulture information had the lowest mean knowledge score of
4 2 .0 . The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were not found 
to be statistically significant among sales people in relation to use of gardening 
magazines or books as a source of horticulture information. However, as the use of 
gardening magazines or books by sales people for horticulture information increased, 
mean knowledge also increased.
TABLE XX
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS AND RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
USE OF GARDEN MAGAZINES OR BOOKS 
AS A SOURCE OF HORTICULTURE INFORMATION, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Useof garden HOMEOWNERS RETAIL G .C .S .P .
magazines or books Percent Mean Knowledge Percent Mean Knowledge
as a source of (N=70) (N=68)
information
Often 26 62.7 54 57.4
Occasionally 50 54.2 37 43.2
Never 24 49 .4 9 42.0
Overall 100 54.8 100 50.8
F = 1.72 P <  .19 F = 1.02 P N S
Table XXI shows that homeowners who indicated that horticulture information 
received from gardening magazines or books was very useful had the highest mean 
knowledge score of 6 2 .0 . Those homeowners who indicated that horticulture 
information received from gardening magazines or books was not useful had the 
lowest mean knowledge score of 49 .4 . The differences in mean knowledge of horti­
culture concepts were found to be statistically significant among homeowners at the 
.12 level in relation to usefulness of horticulture information received from gardening 
magazines or books. As the level of usefulness of information received from gardening 
magazines or books increased by the homeowner, mean knowledge also increased.
Garden center sales people who indicated that horticulture information 
received from gardening magazines or books was very useful had the highest mean 
knowledge score of 5 4 .1 . Those sales people who indicated that horticulture information 
received from gardening magazines or books was not useful had the lowest mean know­
ledge score of 42 .0 . The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts 
were not found to be statistically significant among garden center sales people in 
relation to usefulness of horticulture information received from gardening magazines 
or books. However, as the level of usefulness increased, mean knowledge also 
increased.
TABLE XXI
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS AND RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
USEFULNESS OF HORTICULTURE INFORMATION 
RECEIVED FROM GARDENING MAGAZINES OR BOOKS, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Usefulness of HOMEOWNERS RETAIL G .C .S .P .
Horticulture Percent Mean Knowledge Percent Mean Knowledge
Information (N=70) (N=68)
Received from
Gardening Magazines
or Books
Very useful 26 6 2 .0 70 54.1
Fairly useful 50 54.1 21 44.0
Not useful ' 24 49 .4 9 42.0
Overal 1 100 54 .8 100 50.8
F = 2.51 P <  .12 F = .001 P N S
Table XXII shows that homeowners who indicated that they occasionally used 
the Extension Service as a source of horticulture information had the highest.mean 
knowledge score of 6 5 .6 . Those homeowners who indicated that they never used 
the Extension Service as a source of horticulture information had the lowest mean 
knowledge score of 5 1 .3 . The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts 
were not found to be statistically significant among homeowners in relation to use of 
the Cooperative Extension Service as a source of horticulture information. While 
there were not any respondents who indicated that they often used Extension as a 
source of horticulture information, those who occasionally did had a higher mean 
knowledge score.
Garden center sales people who indicated that they often used the Extension 
Service as a source of horticulture information had the highest mean knowledge score 
of 6 3 .6 . Those garden center sales people who indicated that they never used the 
Extension Service as a source of horticulture information had the lowest mean 
knowledge score of 4 3 .0 . The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts 
were found to be statistically significant among garden center sales people a t the .15 
level in relation to use of the Cooperative Extension Service as a source of horticulture 
information. As the level of use of the Extension Service increased, mean knowledge 
also increased.
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TABLE XXII
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS AND RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
USE OF COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE 
ASA SOURCE OF HORTICULTURE GARDENING INFORMATION, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Use of Cooperative HOMEOWNERS RETAIL G .C  .S .P .
Extension Service Percent Mean Knowledge Percent Mean Knowledge
as a Source for (N=70) (N=68)
Horticulture 
Information
Often 0 0 13 63.6
Occasionally 30 65.6 28 62 .3
Never 70 51.3 59 43.0
Overall 100 54.8 100 50.8
F = .20 P N S F = 2 .17 P <  .15
Table XXIII shows that homeowners who indicated that horticulture information 
received from the Extension Services was very useful had the highest mean knowledge 
score of 70 .0 . Those homeowners who indicated that horticulture information received 
from the Extension Service was not useful had the lowest mean knowledge score of 51 .3 . 
The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were found'not to be 
statistically significant among homeowners in relation to usefulness of horticulture 
information received from the Cooperative Extension Service. However as the level of use­
fulness of horticulture information received from the Cooperative Extension Service 
increased, mean knowledge also increased.
Garden center sales people who indicated that horticulture information received 
from the Extension Services was very useful had the highest mean knowledge score 
of 6 5 .2 . Those sales people who indicated that horticulture information received 
from the Extension Service <was not useful had the lowest mean knowledge score of
4 3 .0 . The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were found to be 
statistically significant among garden center sales people at the .13 level in relation 
to usefulness of horticulture information received from the Cooperative Extension 
Service. As the level of usefulness of horticulture information received from the 
Cooperative Extension Service increased, mean knowledge also increased.
TABLE XXIII
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE OF 
/  SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS AND RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
USEFULNESS OF HORTICULTURE INFORMATION 
RECEIVED FROM THE COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Usefulness of HOMEOWNERS RETAIL G .C .S .P .
Horticulture Percent Mean Knowledge Percent Mean Knowledge
Information Received ( N=70) (N=68)
from the Cooperative
Extension Service
Very useful 6 70.0 32 65.2
Fairly useful 24 64.2 9 54 .0
Not useful 70 51.3 59 43 .0
Overall 100 54.8 100 50.8
F = .42 P N S F = 2 .34  P <  .13
Table XXIV shows that homeowners who indicated that they often made use of 
the public library as a source of horticulture information had the highest mean knowledge 
score of 81 .3 , Those homeowners who indicated that they never used the public 
library as a source of horticulture information had the lowest mean knowledge score 
of 52 .0 . The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were not 
found to be statistically significant among homeowners in relation to use of the public 
library as a source of horticulture information. As the level of use of the public 
library increased as a source of horticulture information by homeowners, mean 
knowledge also increased.
Garden center sales people who indicated that they occasionally made use 
of the public library as a source of horticulture information had the highest mean 
knowledge score of 67 .6 . Those garden center sales people who indicated that 
they often made use of the public library as a source of horticulture information had 
the lowest mean knowledge score of 4 0 .0 . The differences in mean knowledge of 
horticulture concepts were not found to be statistically significant among garden 
center sales people in relation to use of the public library as a source of horticulture 
information.
TABLE XXIV
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS AND RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
USE OF THE PUBLIC LIBRARY AS A SOURCE 
FOR HORTICULTURE INFORMATION, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Use of the 
Public Library 
as a Source 
for Information
HOMEOWNERS RETAIL G .C .S .P .
Percent Mean Knowledge Percent Mean Knowledge 
(N=70) (N=68)
Often
Occasionally
Never
Overall
4
13
83
100
81.3
65.5
52.0
54 .8
3
9
88
100
40.0 
67.6
50.0 
50.8
F = .07 P N S F = 1.01 P N S
Table XXV shows that homeowners who indicated that horticulture information 
obtained from the public library was very useful, had the highest mean knowledge score 
of 76 .0 . Those homeowners who indicated that horticulture information obtained from 
the public library was not useful had the lowest mean knowledge score of 5 2 .0 . The 
differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were not found to be statisti­
cally significant among homeowners in relation to usefulness of horticulture information 
obtained from the public library. However, as the level of usefulness of horticulture 
information increased by homeowners, mean knowledge also increased.
Garden center sales people who indicated that horticulture information 
obtained from the public library was fairly useful had the highest mean knowledge 
level score of 7 0 .4 . Those sales people who indicated that horticulture information 
obtained from the public library was very useful had the lowest mean knowledge score 
of 4 3 .6 . The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were found not 
to be statistically significant among garden center sales people in relation to usefulness 
of horticulture information received from the public library.
TABLE XXV
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS AND RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
USEFULNESS OF HORTICULTURE INFORMATION 
OBTAINED FROM THE PUBLIC LIBRARY, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Usefulness of
Horticulture HOMEOWNERS RETAIL G .C .S .P .
Information Percent Mean Knowledge Percent Mean Knowledge
Obtained from (N=70) (N=68)
Public Library
Very useful 3 76.0 4 43.6
Fairly Useful 13 67.1 8 70.4
Not useful 84 52.2 88 50.0
Overall 100 54.8 100 50.8
F = .06 P N S F = .90 P N S
Table XXVI shows that homeowners who indicated that they knew very well 
of the horticulture services of the Lee County Extension Service had the highest 
mean knowledge score of 71 .0 . Those homeowners who indicated that they did not 
know of the horticulture service of the Lee County Extension Service had the lowest 
mean knowledge score of 47 .3 . The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture 
concepts were found not to be statistically significant among homeowners in relation 
to extent of awareness of the horticulture services of the Lee County Extension 
Service. However, as the level of awareness of the horticulture services of the 
Lee County Extension Service increased, mean knowledge also increased.
Garden center sales people who indicated that they knew very well of the 
horticulture services of the Lee County Extension Service had the highest mean 
knowledge score of 6 4 .2 . Those sales people who indicated that they did not know 
of the horticulture services of the Lee County Extension Service had the lowest mean 
knowledge score of 3 3 .7 . The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts 
were found not to be statistically significant among garden center sales people in 
relation to extent of awareness of the horticulture services of the Lee County Extension 
Service. However, as the level of awareness of the horticultural services of the Lee 
County Extension Service increased, the mean knowledge also increased.
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TABLE XXV!
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS AND RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
EXTENT OF THE AWARENESS OF THE HORTICULTURE SERVICES 
OF THE LEE COUNTY COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Extent of HOMEOWNERS RETAIL G .C .S .P .
Awareness of Percent Mean Knowledge Percent Mean Knowledge
Horticulture (N=.Z0) (N=68)
Services of 
Lee County 
Extension Service
Know very well 6 71.0 21 64.2
Know fairly well 24 64.0 22 55.3
Know very little 36 53.1 31 52.3
Know not at all 34 47.3 26 33.7
Overall 100 54.8 100 50.8
F = .10 P N S F = .001 P N S
Table XXVII shows that homeowners who indicated that the horticulture services 
of the Lee County Extension Service were poor had the highest mean knowledge score of
6 8 .0 . Those homeowners who indicated that the horticulture services of the Lee County 
Extension Service were fair had the lowest mean knowledge score of 5 9 .0 . The differences 
in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were found not to be statistically significant 
among homeowners in relation to rating the horticulture service of the Lee County 
Extension Service to the public.
Garden center sales people who indicated that the horticulture service of 
the Lee Count/ Extension Service was fair had the highest mean knowledge score 
of 58 .2 . Those sales people who indicated that the horticulture service of the Lee 
County Extension Service was good had the lowest mean knowledge score of 37 .2 . 
The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were found not to be 
statistically significant among garden center sales people in relation to rating the 
horticulture service of the Lee County Extension Service to the public.
TABLE XXVII
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE OF 
SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS AND RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
RATING THE HORTICULTURE SERVICE OF THE LEE COUNTY 
EXTENSION SERVICE TO THE PUBLIC, 1973
Rating Horticulture HOMEOWNERS RETAIL G .C .S .P .
Service of Lee County Percent Mean Knowledge Percent Mean Knowledge
Extension Service 
to the Public
(N=70) (N=68)
Good 37 61.2 32 37.2
Fair 49 59.0 59 58.2
Poor 14 68.0 9 53.3
Overall 100 54.8 100 50.8
F = .008 P N S F = .33 P N S
Table XXVIII shows that homeowners who indicated that they were very 
interested in attending informal educational meetings on plant culture had the
highest mean knowledge score of 5 9 .0 . Those homeowners who indicated that they
were not interested in attending informal educational meetings on plant culture had
the lowest mean knowledge score of 4 9 .3 . The differences in mean knowledge of
horticulture concepts were found not to be statistically significant among homeowners
in relation to extent of interest in attending a series of informal educational meetings
on plant culture. However, as the level of interest in attending a series of informal
educational meetings on plant culture increased, mean knowledge also increased.
Garden center sales people who indicated that they were very interested in 
attending informal educational meetings on plant culture had the highest mean know­
ledge score of 58 .3 . Those sales people who indicated that they were not interested 
in attending informal educational meetings on plant culture had the lowest mean know­
ledge score of 39 .2 . The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture were found 
not to be statistically significant among garden center sales people in relation to 
extent of interest in attending a series of informal educational meetings on plant 
culture. However, as the level of interest in attending a series of informal educational 
meetings on plant culture increased by garden center sales people, mean knowledge 
also increased.
TABLE XXVIII
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS AND RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
EXTENT OF INTEREST IN ATTENDING A SERIES 
OF INFORMAL EDUCATIONAL MEETINGS ON PLANT CULTURE, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Extent of Interest HOMEOWNERS RETAIL G .C .S .P .
in Attending Percent Mean Knowledge Percent Mean Knowledge
Educational Meetings (N=70) (N=^68)
on Plant Culture
Very interested 29 59.0 56 58 .3
Fairly interested 50 55 .0 28 43.0
Not interested 21 49.3 16 39.2
Overall 100 54.8 100 50.8
F = .79 P N S F = .40 P N S
Educational Role of the Retail Garden Center
Homeowners and garden center sales people were asked if they thought that
stores retailing plant materials and garden supplies should assume an educational role 
by giving appropriate gardening information to customers as opposed to merely selling 
these items.
The response to this question from each of the two groups showed a similar 
reaction with 93% of the homeowners and 97% of the garden center sales people 
indicating that stores retailing garden plants and supplies should afford educational 
information on plant culture to the customer along with sales of these items.
II. Mean Knowledge of Homeowners
The following tables in this section show the mean knowledge scores of 
homeowners as they relate to the variables presented in each of the tables.
Table XXIX shows that homeowners who indicated that they often made use 
of retail garden centers as a source of horticulture information had the highest mean 
knowledge score of 6 0 .4 . Those homeowners who indicated that they never made use 
of retail garden centers as a source of horticulture information had the lowest mean 
knowledge score of 4 5 .0 .
The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were found not 
to be statistically significant among homeowners in relation to use of retail garden 
centers as a source of horticulture information. However, as the level of use of retail 
garden centers increased by homeowners as a source of horticulture information, mean 
knowledge also increased.
TABLE XXIX
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
USE OF GARDEN CENTERS AS A SOURCE OF HORTICULTURE INFORMATION
1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Use of Garden Center as a HOMEOWNERS
Source of Horticulture Information Percent Mean Knowledge
(N=70)
Often 40 60.4
Occasionally 46 53.0
Never 14 45.0
Overall 100 54.8
F = .0004 P N S
Table XXX shows that homeowners who indicated that horticulture information 
received from retail garden centers was very useful had the highest mean knowledge 
score of 5 9 .2 . Those homeowners who indicated that horticulture information received 
from retail garden centers was not useful had the lowest mean knowledge score of 4 5 .0 . 
The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were found not to be statis­
tically  significant among homeowners in relation to usefulness of horticulture information 
received from retail garden centers. However, as the level of usefulness of horticulture infor­
mation received by homeowners from retail garden centers increased, mean knowledge 
also increased.
TABLE XXX
A COMIARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
USEFULNESS OF INFORMATION RECEIVED 
FROM GARDEN CENTERS, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Usefulness of HOMEOWNERS
Information from Percent Mean Knowledge
Garden Centers (N=70)
Very useful 42 59.2
Fairly useful 44 54 .4
Not useful 14 45.0
Overall 100 54 .8
F = .01 P N S
Table XXXI shows that’ homeowners who indicated that they often made use of 
neighbors as a source of horticulture information had the highest mean knowledge score 
of 58 .0 . Those homeowners who indicated that they never made use of neighbors as a 
source of horticulture information had the lowest mean knowledge score of 5 2 .2 . The 
differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were found not to be statisti­
cally significant among homeowners in relation to use of neighbors as a source of 
horticulture information. However, as the level ofuseof neighbors for horticulture information 
by homeowners increased, mean knowledge also increased.
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TABLE XXXI
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO
USE OF NEIGHBORS AS A SOURCE 
OF HORTICULTURE INFORMATION, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Use of Neighbors HOMEOWNERS
as a Source of Percent Mean Knowledge
Information (N = 70)
Often 30 58.0
Occasionally 50 54.2
Never 20 52.2
Overall 100 54.8
F = .004 P N S
Table XXXII shows that homeowners who indicated that horticulture information 
received from neighbors was fairly useful had the highest mean knowledge score of 56 .4 . 
Those homeowners who indicated that horticulture information received from neighbors 
was not useful had the lowest mean knowledge score of 5 2 .2 . The differences in mean 
knowledge of horticulture concepts were found not to be statistically significant among 
homeowners in relation to usefulness of horticulture information received from neighbors. 
However, as the level of usefulness of horticulture information received from neighbors 
increased, mean knowledge also increased.
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TABLE XXXII
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
USEFULNESS OF HORTICULTURE INFORMATION 
RECEIVED FROM NEIGHBORS, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Usefulness of HOMEOWNERS
Information Percent Mean Knowledge
Received from 
Neighbors
(N=70)
Very useful 36 55 .0
Fairly useful 44 56 .4
Not useful 20 52.2
Overall 100 54 .8
F = .01 P N S
Table XXXIII shows that homeowners who indicated that they often made use of 
garden clubs as a source of horticulture information had the highest mean knowledge 
score of 67 .7 . Those homeowners who indicated that they never made use of garden 
clubs as a source of horticulture information had the lowest mean knowledge score 
of 52 .9 . The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were found to 
be statistically significant among homeowners a t the .05 level in relation to use of 
garden clubs as a source of horticulture information. As the level of use of garden 
clubs increased by homeowners as a source of information, mean knowledge also 
increased.
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TABLE XXXIII
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
USE OF GARDEN CLUBS AS A SOURCE 
OF HORTICULTURE INFORMATION, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Us6<:of HOMEOWNERS
Garden Clubs Percent Mean Knowledge
as a Source of (N=70)
Information
Often 19 67.6
Occasionally 11 55.0
Never 70 52 .9
Overall 100 54.8
F = 3.90 P< .05
Table XXXIV shows that homeowners who indicated that horticulture information 
received from garden clubs was very useful had the highest mean knowledge score of
66 .0 . Those homeowners who indicated that horticulture information received from 
garden clubs was not useful had the lowest mean knowledge score of 5 2 .9 . The 
differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were found not to be statis­
tically significant among homeowners in relation to usefulness of horticulture informa­
tion received from garden clubs. However, as the level of usefulrtess of horticulture 
information received from garden clubs by'homeowners increased, mean knowledge 
also increased.
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TABLE XXXIV
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
USEFULNESS OF HORTICULTURE INFORMATION 
RECEIVED FROM GARDEN CLUBS, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Usefulness of Information HOMEOWNERS
Received from Garden Clubs Percent Mean Knowledge
(N = 70)
Very useful 20 66.0
Fairly useful 10 55.5
Not useful 70 52.9
Overall 100 54.8
F = .79 P N S
Table XXXV shows that homeowners who indicated that they often made use 
of garden bulletins as a source of horticulture information had the highest mean 
knowledge score of 59 .1 . Those homeowners who indicated that they never used 
garden bulletins as a source of horticulture information had the lowest mean knowledge 
score of 50 .0 . The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were 
found to be statistically significant among homeowners at the .19 level in relation 
to the use of garden bulletins as a source of horticulture information. As the level 
of use of garden bulletins increased, mean knowledge also increased.
TABLE XXXV
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
USE OF .GARDENING BULLETINS AS A 
SOURCE OF HORTICULTURE INFORMATION, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Use of Gardening Bulletins HOMEOWNERS
as a Source of Horticulture Percent Mean Knowledge
Information (N=70)
Often 34 59.1
Occasionally 30 56.0
Never 36 50.0
Overall 100 54.8
F = 1.75 P <  .19
Table XXXVI shows that homeowners who indicated that horticulture information 
obtained from garden bulletins was very useful had the highest mean knowledge score 
of 6 1 .3 . Those homeowners who indicated that horticulture information obtained from 
garden bulletins was not useful had the lowest mean knowledge score of 50.0  . The 
differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were found to be statistically 
significant among homeowners at the .12 level in relation to usefulness of horticulture 
information obtained from garden bulletins. As the level of usefulness of horticulture 
information obtained from garden bulletins by homeowners increased, mean knowledge 
also increased.
TABLE XXXVI
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG HOMEOWNERS IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
USEFULNESS OF HORTICULTURE INFORMATION OBTAINED 
FROM GARDEN BULLETINS, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Usefulness of Horticulture HOMEOWNERS
Information Obtained from Percent Mecn Knowledge
Garden Bulletins (N=70)
Very useful 27 61 .3
Fairly useful 37 56.3
Not useful 36 50.0
Overall 100 54.8
F = 2 .56 P < .1 2
III. Mean Knowledge of Garden Center Sales People
The following tables in this section show the mean knowledge scores of 
garden center sales people as they relate to the variables presented in each of the 
tables.
Table XXXVII shows that garden center sales people who indicated that they 
had 10 or more years experience in a horticulture line of work had the highest mean 
knowledge score of 6 2 .2 . Those sales people who indicated that they had less than 
one year's experience had the lowest mean knowledge score of 3 8 .0 . The differences 
in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were found not to be statistically significant 
among garden center sales people in relation to number of years of horticulture 
experience.
TABLE XXXVII
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE ACCORDING TO 
NUMBER OF YEARS OF HORTICULTURE EXPERIENCE,
1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Number of Years RETAIL G .C .S .P .
of Horticulture Percent Mean Knowledge
Experience (N=68)
Less than 1 year 30 38.0
1—2 years 21 51 .4
3—5 years 18 59.2
6—9 years 6 53 .0
10 or more years 25 62.2
Overall 100 50 .8
F = .41 P N S
Table XXXVJII shows that garden center sales people who indicated that their 
position with the garden center was that of landscape sales had the highest mean 
knowledge score of 6 2 .4 . Those respondents who indicated that their position with 
the garden center was that of salesman had the lowest mean knowledge score of 47 .3 . 
The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were not found to be 
statistically significant among garden center sales people in relation to position.
TABLE XXXVIII
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE ACCORDING TO 
POSITION OF GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Position of RETAIL G .C .S .P
Garden Center 
Sales People
Percent Mean Knowledge
(N=£8)
Salesman 50 47 .3
Manager 24 50.2
Owner-Manager 13 56 .4
Landscape Sales 
Overall
13 62 .4
100 50.8
F == 1.21 P N S
Table XXXIX shows that garden center sales people who indicated that they 
answered questions on plant culture for customers most of the time had the highest 
mean knowledge score of 5 4 .0 . Those sales people who indicated that they seldom or 
never answered horticulture questions for customers had the lowest mean knowledge
score of 23 .0 . The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were not
found to be statistically significant among garden center sales people in relation to 
answering plant cultural questions for customers. However, as the level of occurrence of 
answering plant cultural questions for customers increased by sales people, mean 
knowledge also increased.
TABLE XXXIX
A COMPARISON OF Trt KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
ANSWERING PLANT CULTURAL QUESTIONS FOR CUSTOMERS, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Answering Plant RETAIL G .C .S .P .
Cultural Questions Percent Mean Knowledge
for Customers (N=6B)
Most of time 71 54 .0
Some of time 23 48 .0
Seldom or Never 6 23.0
Overall 100 50 .8
F = .79 P N S
Table XXXX shows that garden center sales people who indicated that they 
were very well qualified to answer plant cultural questions for the homeowner had 
the highest mean knowledge score of 58 .4 . Those sales people who indicated that 
they were not well qualified to answer plant cultural questions had the lowest mean 
knowledge score of 32 .3 . The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts 
were not found to be statistically significant among garden center sales people as
related to ex ten t of qualification to answer plant cultural questions.
TABLE XXXX
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
THE EXTENT THAT SALES PEOPLE ARE QUALIFIED 
TO ANSWER PLANT CULTURAL QUESTIONS, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Extent Sales People RETAIL G .S .C .P .
Are Q ualified to Ans r Percent Mean Knowledge
Plant Cultural Questions (N =68}
Very Well 31 58.4
Fairly well 51 53 .7
Not well 18 32.3
Overall 100 50.8
F = .93 P N S
Table XXXXI shows that garden center sales people who indicated that they 
would be very interested in learning more about plant cultural problems had the highest 
mean knowledge score of 5 6 .0 . Those sales people who indicated that they would not 
be interested in learning more about plant cultural problems had the lowest mean 
knowledge score of 37 .6 . The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts 
were not found to be statistically significant among garden center sales people in 
relation to interest in learning more about plant cultural problems. However, as the level 
interest of sales people increased to learn more about plant cultural problems, mean 
knowledge also increased.
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TABLE XXXXI
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
THE EXTENT OF INTEREST IN LEARNING MORE ABOUT 
PLANT CULTURAL PROBLEMS, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Extent of Interest RETAIL G .C .S .P .
in Learning More Percent Mean Knowledge
about Plant Cultural (N=68)
Problems
Very interested 69 56.0
Fairly interested 22 40.0
Not interested 9 37.6
Overall 100 50.8
F = .07 P N S
Table XXXXII shows that garden center sales people who indicated that in-service 
training programs were afforded new personnel had the highest mean knowledge score 
of 65 .4 . Those sales people who indicated that in-service training was not afforded 
new personnel had the lowest mean knowledge score of 46 .6 . The differences in mean 
knowledge of horticulture concepts were found to be statistically significant among 
garden center sales people at the .11 level in relation to in-service training for 
new sales personnel.
TABLE XXXXII
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
IN-SERVICE TRAINING PROGRAMS FOR NEW SALES PEOPLE, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
In-Service Training Program RETAIL G .C .S .P .
for New Sales People Percent Mean Knowledge
(N=*8)
Yes 25 65 .4
No 75 46.6
Overall 100 50.8
F = 2 .6 2  P .11
Table XXXXIII shows that garden center sales people who indicated that 
in-service training was continual had the highest mean knowledge score of 6 0 .4 .
Those sales people who indicated that in-service training was not a continuing process 
had the lowest mean knowledge score of 4 7 .3 . However, the differences in mean 
knowledge of horticulture concepts were not found to be statistically significant 
among garden center sales people in relation to whether or not in-service training 
was a continuing process.
TABLE XXXXIII
A COMPARISON O F THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
CONTINU ING TRAINING PROGRAM FOR SALES PEOPLE, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Continuous Training Program RETAIL G .C .S .P .
for Sales People Percent Mean Knowledge 
(N=68)
Yes 29 60 .4
No 71 47.3
Overall 100 50.8
F = .22 P N S
Table XXXXIV shows that garden center sales people who indicated that they 
occasionally made use of fellow workers as a source of horticulture information had the 
highest mean knowledge score of 5 1 .6 . Thase sales people who indicated that they 
never made use of fellow workers as a source of horticulture information had the lowest 
mean knowledge score of 49 .3 . The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture 
concepts were not found to be statistically significant among garden center sales 
people in relation to use of experienced fellow workers as source of information.
TABLE XXXXIV
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
USE OF EXPERIENCED FELLOW WORKER 
AS A SOURCE OF INFORMATION, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Use of Experienced Fellow Worker RETAIL G .C .S .P .
as a Source of Information Percent Mean Knowledge
(N=68)
Often 44 51.4
Occasionally 38 51.6
Never 18 49.3
Overall 100 50.8
F = .21 P N S
Table XXXXV shows that garden center sales people who indicated that 
horticulture information received from fellow workers was very useful had the highest 
mean knowledge score of 52 .1 . Those sales people who indicated that horticulture 
information received from fellow workers was not very useful had the lowest mean 
knowledge score of 4 8 .0 . The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts 
were found to be statistically significant among garden center sales people a t the 0.22 
level in relation to usefulness of horticulture information received from fellow workers. 
As the level of usefulness of horticulture information received from fellow workers 
increased for sales people, mean knowledge also increased.
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TABLE XXXXV
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
USEFULNESS OF-EXPERIENCED FELLOW WORKER 
AS A SOURCE OF INFORMATION, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Usefulness of Information RETAIL G .C .S .P .
Received from Fellow Worker Percent Mean Knowledge
(N=68)
Very useful 59 52.1
Fairly useful 21 50.0
Not useful 20 48.0
Overall 100 50.8
F = .22 P N S
Table XXXXVI shows that garden center sales people who indicated that they 
occasionally made use of sales representatives of chemical or garden supply dealers 
as a source of horticulture information had the highest mean knowledge score of 5 4 .2 . 
Those sales people who indicated that they never made use of these representatives as 
a source of horticulture information had the lowest mean knowledge score of 49 .0 . 
The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were not found to be 
statistically significant among garden center sales people in relation to use of sales 
representatives of chemical or garden supply dealers as a source of horticulture 
information.
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TABLE XXXXVI
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FCORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
USE OF SALES .REPRESENTATIVES 
OF CHEMICAL OR GARDEN SUPPLY DEALERS 
ASA SOURCE OF INFORMATION, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Use of Sales Representatives RETAIL G .C .S .P .
of Chemical or Garden Supply Petcent Mean Knowledge
Dealers as a Source of Information (N=68)
Often 16 49.4
Occasionally 40 54.2
Never 44 49.0
Overal 1 100 50.8
F = 1.07 P N S
Table XXXXVII shows that garden center sales people who indicated that 
horticulture information received from sales representatives of chemical or garden 
supply dealers was fair ly useful had the highest mean knowledge score of 52 .8 .
Those sales people who indicated that information received from sales representatives 
of chemical or garden supply dealers was not useful had the lowest mean knowledge 
score of 50 .1 . The differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were not 
found to be statistically significant among garden center sales people in relation to 
usefulness of horticulture information received from sales representatives of chemical 
or garden supply dealers.
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TABLE XXXXVII
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
USEFULNESS OF INFORMATION RECEIVED 
FROM SALES REPRESENTATIVES OF CHEMICAL 
OR GARDEN SUPPLY DEALERS, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Usefulness of Information RETAIL G .C .S .P .
from Sales Representatives of Percent Mean Knowledge
Chemical or Garden Supply Dealers (N=68)
Very useful 29 52.0
Fairly useful 28 52.8
Not useful 43 50.1
Overall 100 50.8
F = .02 P N S
Table XXXXVIII shows that garden center sales people who indicated that 
they occasionally used wholesale nursery representatives as a source of horticulture 
information had the highest mean knowledge score of 6 3 .6 . Those sales people who 
indicated that they never used wholesale nursery representatives as a source of horti­
culture information had the lowest mean knowledge score of 46 .0 . The differences 
in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were not found to be statistically significant 
among garden center sales people in relation to use of wholesale representatives as a 
source of horticulture information.
TABLE XXXXVIII
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
USE OF WHOLESALE NURSERY REPRESENTATIVES 
ASA SOURCE OF INFORMATION, 1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Use of Wholesale Nursery RETAIL G .C .S .P .
Representatives as a Source Percent Mean Knowledge
of Information, (N=68)
Often 10 50.1
Occasionally 27 63.6
Never 63 46.0
Overall 100 50.8
F = .02 P N S
Table XXXXIX shows that garden center sales people who indicated that 
horticulture information received from wholesale representatives was fairly useful 
had the highest mean knowledge score of 65 .2 . Those sales people who indicated that 
horticulture information received from wholesale representatives was not useful had 
the lowest mean knowledge score of 4 7 .5 . The differences in mean knowledge of 
horticulture concepts were not found to be statistically significant among garden center 
sales people, in relation to usefulness of horticulture information received from 
wholesale representatives.
TABLE XXXXIX
A COMPARISON OF THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF SELECTED HORTICULTURE CONCEPTS 
AMONG RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PEOPLE 
IN LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, ACCORDING TO 
USEFULNESS OF INFORMATION RECEIVED 
FROM WHOLESALE NURSERY REPRESENTATIVES.
1973
PERCENT AND MEAN KNOWLEDGE BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT
Usefulness of Information RETAIL G .C .S .P .
Received from Wholesale Percent Mean Knowledge
Nursery Representatives (N=68)
Very useful 18 52.3
Fairly useful 20 65.2
Not useful 62 47.5
Overall 100 50.8
F = .04 P N S
Money Spent on Home Grounds by Homeowners
Homeowners were asked to estimate the amount of money that was spent 
on the home grounds for the previous year. O f the 70 homeowners who responded 
to this question, only 13% of these respondents spent $300 or more on the home 
grounds. Thirty percent spent between $75 and $149 while 29% spent between 
$50 and $74. Fourteen percent spent less than $50 and 14% spent between $150 
and $299.
Preferred Source for Buying Gardening Supplies by Homeowners
Homeowners were asked to indicate their preference between garden centers 
and discount stores when buying plants and garden supplies. Of the seventy homeowners 
who responded to this question, 81% indicated that they preferred to purchase plants 
and gardening supplies from garden centers while 19% preferred to do business with 
discount stores.
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
The primary concern of the study was to determine the educational direction 
required by Extension to enable the retail garden center to operate as an effective 
educational adjunct to the Cooperative Extension Service. To achieve this aim, 
information relative to the horticulture knowledge, attitudes and practices of home­
owners and garden center sales people was needed. To accomplish this, the study was 
designed to test the mean knowledge levels among homeowners and among garden 
center sales people relative to selected horticultural concepts concerning water, 
fertilizer and disease. The study was also designed for the following purposes: 
to determine the need for horticulture information used by homeowners and garden 
center sales people; to identify the sources of horticultural information used by home­
owners and garden center sales people to obtain plant cultural information; and to 
determine the level of usefulness of the horticultural information obtained from these 
sources by homeowners and garden center sales people.
The Research Design
The study was limited to garden center sales people working at retail outlets 
which grossed a minimum of $25,000 annually and selected homeowners whose dwellings 
had a current market value of at least $25,000. Garden centers included in the study 
were selected from the total Lee County population of retail garden center outlets. 
Homeowners were selected randomly from the Lee County tax rolls.
The Interview Schedule
Two separate but similar schedules were used for the study. The design for 
the most part was the same for both homeowners and garden center sales people with 
the exception of 14 questions which related specifically to sales people. There were 
70 homeowners and 68 garden center sales people included in the study.
The interview schedule was designed to measure the levels of knowledge of 
selected plant cultural concepts relative to water, fertilizer and disease and to deter­
mine the relationship of the various independent variables in relation to knowledge as 
shown in the tables.
Statistical Treatment of Data
Overall mean knowledge levels relative to water, fertilizer and disease as 
they relate to home horticulture were established for homeowners and garden center 
sales people from a set of 25 identical questions which were valued at four points 
each. Knowledge score was the dependent variable in this study. The overall mean 
knowledge level scores for each of the two groups studied were shown in each table 
of the study.
The Analysis of Variance technique was used separately to analyze the data 
collected from each of the two groups studied to see if there were any differences 
in knowledge within each of the groups. The F test was used to test for significant 
difference in knowledge. Statistical significance was indicated at the level found. 
The minimum level of significance used was .25.
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I. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
To facilita te  presentation of the findings, the following eight groupings of 
the data found in Section I are shown in accordance with significance. All findings 
that were up to the acceptable level of statistical significance are presented in each 
of the following groupings. Non-significant findings in each of the groups are also 
presented.
Length of Residence, Age, Sex and Education
It was found that statistically significant differences existed for male homeowners, 
age 60 to 69 , who had from 6 to 9 years of residnece in South Florida and who had a 
college education when compared to knowledge of selected horticulture concepts.
It was found that statistically significant differences existed for garden center 
sales people who had from 6 to 9 years of residence in South Florida and who were, 
between 60 and 69 years of age when compared to knowledge of selected horticulture 
concepts.
Education of garden center sales people was not shown to be statistically 
significant when compared to knowledge of selected horticulture concepts. However, 
the differences in mean knowledge of horticulture concepts were found to be statisti­
cally significant between homeowners and retail garden center sales people.
Need for Information on Plant Culture
It was found that statistically significant differences existed for homeowners 
in relation to need for information on landscape design, plant selection and use, and 
weed control when compared to knowledge of selected horticulture concepts.
It was found that statistically significant differences existed for garden center 
sales people in relation to need for information on plant selection and use, lawn care, 
insect and disease control, and proper watering of lawn and plants.
It was found that statistically significant differences did not exist for home­
owners in relation to need for information on plant care, lawn care, fertilization of 
plants, insect and disease control and proper watering of lawn and plants when compared 
to knowledge of selected horticulture concepts.
It was found that a statistically significant difference did not exist for garden 
center sales people in relation to need for information on landscape design, plant 
care, fertilization of plants and weed control when compared to knowledge of selected 
horticulture concepts.
Use of Sources for Horticulture Information
It was found that statistically significant differences existed for homeowners 
in relation to use of garden magazines, garden bulletins, radio and garden clubs as 
a source of horticulture information when compared to knowledge of selected 
horticulture concepts.
It was found that statistically significant differences existed for garden center 
sales people in relation to use of television, newspaper, and the Cooperative Extension 
Service as a source of horticulture information when compared to knowledge of 
selected horticulture concepts.
It was found that statistically significant differences did not exist for home­
owners in relation to use of public library, television, garden centers, neighbors and
the Cooperative Extension Service for horticulture information when compared to 
knowledge of selected horticulture concepts.
It was found that statistically significant differences did not exist for garden 
center sales people in relation to use of radio, garden magazines or books, sales 
representatives of chemical or garden supply companies, wholesale nurseries, 
experienced fellow workers and the public library as sources of horticulture information 
when compared to knowledge of selected horticulture concepts.
Usefulness of Horticulture Information Received from Selected Sources
It was found that statistically significant differences existed for homeowners 
in relation to usefulness of gardening magazines, gardening bulletins, and radio when 
compared to knowledge of selected horticulture concepts.
It was found that statistically significant differences existed for garden center 
sales people in relation to usefulness of television and the Cooperative Extension 
Service when compared to knowledge of selected horticulture concepts.
It was found that statistically significant differences did not exist for home­
owners in relation to usefulness of newspaper, public library, television, garden centers, 
garden clubs, neighbors and the Cooperative Extension Service when compared to 
knowledge of selected horticulture concepts.
It was found that statistically significant differences did not exist for garden 
center sales people in relation to usefulness of radio, newspaper, garden magazines 
or books, safes representatives of chemical or garden supply companies, wholesale 
nurseries, experienced fellow workers, and the public library when compared to 
knowledge of selected horticulture concepts.
Awareness and Rating of the Lee County Cooperative Extension Service
There were no statistically significant differences found between knowledge 
of selected horticulture concepts and awareness and rating of the Cooperative Extension 
Service by homeowners and garden center sales people.
It was found that statistically significant differences did not exist for home­
owners in relation to awareness and rating of the Cooperative Extension Service when 
compared to knowledge of selected horticulture concepts.
It was found that statistically significant differences did not exist for garden 
center sales people in relation to awareness and rating of the Cooperative Extension 
Service when compared to knowledge of selected horticulture concepts.
Extent of Interest in Attending a Series of Informal Educational Meetings 
on Plant Culture
There were no statistically significant differences found between knowledge 
of selected horticulture concepts and interest in attending a series of informal 
educational meetings by homeowners and garden center sales people.
Additional Selected Personal Characteristics
It was found that statistically significant differences did exist for garden center 
sales people in relation to in-service training programs when compared to knowledge of 
selected horticulture concepts.
It was found that statistically significant differences did not exist for garden 
center sales people in relation to experience, position, ability to answer plant 
cultural questions for customers, extent qualified to answer plant cultural questions 
for customers, extent of interest in learning more about plant culture, and continuous
The possible score obtainable from questions relative to water was 20 and the 
total mean knowledge score Mas 11.6 . Homeowners were just slightly over this level 
with a mean knowledge score of 12.8 while garden center sales people were just under 
this level with a mean knowledge score of 10 .3 .
The possible score obtainable from questions relative to fertilizer was 40.
A total mean knowledge score of 19.8 was obtained. Homeowners were just slightly 
over this level with a mean knowledge score of 21 .3  while garden center sales people 
were just slightly under this level with a mean knowledge score of 18.3.
The possible score obtainable from questions relative to disease *vyas 40 and a 
total mean knowledge score of 21 .4  was obtained. Homeowners were just slightly under 
this level with a mean knowledge score of 20 .7  while garden center sales people were 
just slightly over with a mean knowledge score of 22 .2 .
Of the three categories on water, fertilizer and diseased used, it was interesting 
to note that homeowners had an overall mean knowledge score of 54.8  as compared to an 
overall mean knowledge score of 50.8  for garden center sales people. When considering 
the total mean scores of knowledge for homeowners and garden center sales people, 
it was somewhat surprising to note that garden center sales people had the lower scores 
for water and fertilizer and only a  slightly higher score for disease when compared to 
homeowners.
II. CONCLUSIONS 
The interrelated factors that ultimately were associated with knowledge of 
horticulture concepts among homeowners and garden center sales people are 
summarized as follows:
There was no particular pattern or direction found in the study with respect 
to the responses presented by homeowners and garden center sales people. With this 
point in mind it was not possible to conclude the reason for pattern or direction of 
responses that are shown in many of the tables presented in the study.
Homeowners were significantly more knowledgeable than garden center sales 
people when comparing knowledge of selected horticulture concepts. However, this 
difference may be due to the fact that a greater percentage of garden center sales 
people were younger than homeowners, accounting for less experience in dealing 
with plant cultural problems. With respect to education, it is shown that approximately 
one-fourth of the garden center sales people had less than a high school education.
Of further interest is the fact that approximately 70% of the homeowners were either 
college graduates or had some college as compared to 35% of garden center sales 
people in this respect.
It was shown that men were more knowledgeable than women when comparing 
knowledge of selected horticulture concepts. Due to the fact that each retail garden 
center outlet included in the study was either owned or managed by men who were 
considerably more knowledgeable than the sales employees, this very possibly accounts 
for this difference in knowledge. However, among homeowners, women were just
slightly more knowledgeable than men. This difference may be due to the fact that 
throughout Lee County women have a great interest in garden clubs and in home 
grounds beautification.
Retirees and other new residents in the majority of cases when moving to the 
area buy homes that are already landscaped. The immediate and long range problems 
are not those of plant use and landscaping but rather those problems concerning 
plant care, insect and disease control, watering of lawn and plants and weed control.
On the other hand, garden center sales people indicated a great need for 
information on plant use and landscpaing, This is probably due to the fact that 
approximately 47% of the sales people are under 39 years of age and lack knowledge 
and experience in these respects. However, it was interesting to note that sales 
people indicated little  or no need for information relative to plant care, insect and 
disease control, watering of lawn and plants and weed control. While it may be 
concluded that this lack of need for information by sales people is good, it should be 
realized that the majority of cultural problems confronting sales people follow a general 
pattern. A knowledge of a few broad -spectrum type of gardening chemicals may 
easily serve as a catch-all problem solver for sales persons, leading them to believe 
that they don't need further cultural information relative to these problems.
It is felt by the researcher that sales people in many cases make recommenr 
dations that are too general and based on insufficient information as to the cause of 
the problem. In other words, there seems to be a tendency to treat the effect with 
little  or no knowledge of the causes of plant cultural problems.
While the highest mean knowledge scores were shown for homeowners and 
garden center sales people who used radio and television as sources of horticulture 
information, it is interesting to note that these people accounted for an extremely 
small percentage of the respondents studied. In addition, it appears that the public 
library as a source for horticulture information also is used by only a  small percentage 
of these respondents as indicated by approximately 20% of respondents from both 
groups. While there are a high number of garden clubs to be found in Lee County, 
accounting for a large membership, i t was shown that approximately 70% of home­
owners felt that this was never a  source of horticulture information. However, the 
highest mean knowledge score existed for those homeowners who indicated that they 
often used this source.
Use of newspaper appears to be a very effective means of providing useful 
gardening information as indicated by the majority of the respondents of both groups. 
It was shown that gardening magazines and books were also a highly used source as 
indicated by approximately 75% of the homeowners and 90% of the garden center 
sales people.
Use of the Extension Service as a source of horticulture information by home­
owners was not good with better than 70% indicating they never used this source. 
However, the 30% who did occasionally use this source had the highest mean 
knowledge as was the case for 41% of the garden center sales people who often or 
occasionally used this source. However, it would be well to mention here that the 
researcher for approximately two years prior to the study through mass media on a 
regular, recurrent basis encouraged homeowners to consult with garden centers for
information relative to plant cultural problems rather than to consult with the 
local Extension office. At the same time garden center sales people were encouraged 
to consult with the Extension office for information relative to any problem that might 
arise in this respect.
Use of garden centers by homeowners appears to be a  most effective means of 
providing horticulture information to the public as indicated by 86% of these respon­
dents. In reinforcement of this finding, it was interesting to note that 93% of the 
homeowners and 97% of the garden center sales people felt that stores selling garden 
plants and landscape supplies should assume an educational role affording plant 
cultural information to customers.
Neighbors for all practical purposes are perhaps used as much as any of the 
other leading sources of horticulture information as indicated by 80% of the home­
owners. Such high use of neighbors in this respect is probably due to the fact that 
they are easily accessible. In addition, most homeowners in South Florida have at 
least some interest and experience in their home grounds resulting in the fact that 
neighbors do discuss plant culture as an activity of mutual interest.
Use of fellow co-workers by garden center sales people as a source of 
Information appears to be a very important means of information as indicated by 
approximately 82% of the sales people. It should be remembered, however, that 
51% of the sales people had less than two years of experience which accounts for 
this finding.
With respect to horticulture experience of garden center sales peole, it can 
be concluded that as experience increases, knowledge also increases. It was also
shown that as position within the garden center business advances, that knowledge 
increases. A point of further interest relative to position is that those respondents 
who were responsible for landscape sales had the highest mean knowledge score.
While 94% of the sales people indicated that they answered customer 
questions on plant cultural problems, 82% of these respondents felt that they were 
qualified to do so.
It is interesting to note that approximately 69% of the garden center sales 
people indicated that they were interested in learning more about plant cultural 
problems; however, approximately 75% of these respondents indicated that in-service 
training for new employees and continuing training for all sales employees was not 
provided. On the other hand, with respect to interest in attending educational 
meetings on plant cultural problems, it was found that 79% of the homeowners and 
84% of garden center sales people showed some degree of interest in this type of 
meetings. It would appear from this type of interest by homeowners and garden 
center sales people that Extension could serve as an educational catalyst through 
the structuring of learning situations that would involve garden center sales people 
and homeowners in such a way as to meet this great need.
The study has shed light on the many complexities involved with the horticulture 
needs of homeowners and garden center sales people. In addition, the insight pro­
vided by the study will prove invaluable to Extension in structuring educational 
programs to meet these needs. Because the greatest number of homeowners use the 
garden center as a source for horticulture information, it would appear logical that 
an educational program should be structured by Extension in such a way as to enable
sates people to become more knowledgeable, thus acting as an educational adjunct 
to the Extension Service. However, due to the fact that homeowners and garden 
center sales people answered only about 50% of the questions used in the study to 
establish level of knowledge, and even more important, the fact that homeowners 
were more knowledgeable than garden center sa !^  people, presents a real challenge 
to Extension to achieve the desired goal of working through garden centers to reach 
the public.
The difference in ratio of possible contact by either one ornamental Extension 
agent or approximately 150 sales people to the estimated present population of 
120,000 people in Lee County should be considered. It would only be fair to 
recommend that the ornamental agent should function as a leader of leaders, thereby 
extending Extension's objectives through others in an effort to reach a greater number 
of people.
It would be well to keep in mind that sales people, each of whom have dozens 
of daily contacts with homeowners, and who, like the Extension agent responsible 
for home horticulture, are faced with an endless and ever-increasing barrage of 
problems by homeowners. For these reasons, it would appear that the expertise of 
the Extension Ornamental Agent could be greatly extended by educating the garden 
center sales people and by maintaining a close working relationship with garden 
centers.
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APPENDIX I
PICTORIAL PRESENTATION INDICATING 
FLORIDA'S POPULATION EXPLOSION
TfflSISANADPCRTUKTLECREEK.
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People do funny things.
First, they move to Florida to get sway from crowds snd 
noise and traffic and pollution.
Then, they turn right around and buy condominiums 
smack in the middle of the same crowds and noise and traffic 
and pollufion they moved here to get away from.
It just doesn't make sense.
That’s why we picked a place likeTequesta forTUrtle 
Creek, our beautiful new condominiums.
You aee.Tequesta has all the nice things people move to 
Florida for.
But none of the ugly things people want to leave behind.
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APPENDIX II
KNOWLEDGE LEVEL QUESTIONS 
RELATED TO CONCEPTS 
OF PLANT CULTURE
PERCENT CORRECT RESPONSES
Homeowners Retail Total 
G .C .S .P .
Questions on Concepts of Water_______  (N=70) (N=68) (N=100)
]-  Light, daily watering is best for lawns. 79 56 67
2 . Light, frequent watering of plants tends
to encourage shallow root systems. 76 63 70
3. Frequent heavy watering tends to cause
plants to have restricted shallow roots. 44 38 41
4 . It is very important to thoroughly water
plants the night before applying fertilizers or 63 52 57
chemical sprays.
5 . One inch of water per week is usually
sufficient watering for most lawns. 57 41 49
Questions on Concepts of Fertilizer
6,  100 lbs. of 6-6-6 equals 100 lbs of 
plant food. 64 69 67
7. The 6-6-6  in fertilizers represents 
manganese, copper and iron. 66 62 64
8 . Approximately one lb. of nitrogen 
fertilizer is sufficient to feed 1,000 sq. ft. of 
lawn area per feeding. 31 24 28
9. There is little difference in the ferti­
lizer elements made available to plants from either 
organic or chemical sources of fertilizer. 44 24 34
10. A neutral soil has a pH of 7 .0 . 50 29 40
11. Most plants grow best at a pH range 
of 5 .5  to 6 .5 . 60 62 61
12. Constant over-fertilization of lawn 
grasses will increase the possibility of insect and 
disease infestation. 67 54 61
13. Proper application of sulphur can lower 
the alkalinity of the soil. 41 47 44
14. Epsom salts will raise the magnesium 
content of soils without raising pH or alkalinity. 46 44 45
15. In general, fertilize once in the spring 
and once in the fa ll , which would be sufficient 
feeding for your lawn and plants. 71 47 59
Questions on Concepts of Disease and Insects
Homeowners Retail
G . C . S .P .  
(N=70) (N=68)
16. A splotchy, yellowish looking leaf with 
dark green veins generally indicates that the soil is
too alkaline. 54 49
17. Iron chlorosis in plants is a  non-
parasitic disease indicating an alkaline soil condition. 37 40
18. Frizzle-top of Royal palms is a non- 
parasitic disease caused by the lack of manganese in
the soil. 57 63
19. Insecticides and other gardening chemicals 
cleared for home use by the governement are safe to
use if directions are followed. 94 97
20. It would be better to spray to prevent the 
occurrence of insects and disease than to wait and
spray when they occur. 26 18
21. Malathion and chlorodane will control
mpst lawn diseases if properly applied. 29 47
22. Fungicide sprays usually do a good job 
of onctrolling insects as well as diseases if applied
at the right time. 43 41
23. Nematodes usually do not affect lawns
that are fed and watered regularly. 40 59
24. One of the best ways to see if nematode 
control is needed on a lawn is to first spot-treat a small 
area of the lawn with a nematicide to check for
response. 67 65
25. Crinkled and curled leaves are usually
caused from aphids which feed on the new growth. 74 85
Total
(N=100)
51
38
60
96
22
38
42
49
66
78
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U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  F L O R I D A
i n s t i t u t e  o f  f o o d  a n d  a g r i c u l t u r a l , s c i e n c e s
C O O P E R A T IV E  E X T E N S IO N  S E R V IC E  A G R IC U L T U R A L  E X P E R IM E N T  S T A T IO N S
•C H O O U  O F  F O R E S T  R U O U N C U  A N D  C O N S E R V A T IO N  C O U L E O E  O F  A G R IC U L T U R E
APPENDIX III
I am conducting a study on Extension's role in meeting the homeowner's 
ornamental horticultural needs. I would like to know if any studies of this
nature have been.,conducted i n  _________________. If so, 1 would
appreciate receiving a copy of the results, if at all possible.
My study deals with the retail garden center as an educational adjunct to the 
Extension Service in an effort to reach more people.
Your cooperation is sincerely appreciated.
Yours very truly,
Malcolm M. Guidry 
Extension Agent—Ornamentals
U A C H l N t ' ,  R l S t A B C M  E X T E N S I O N
C O O P E R A T IV E  E X T E N S IO N  W O R K  IN A G R IC U L T U R E  A N D  H O M E E C O N O M IC S . S T A T E  O F  FL O R ID A . IF A S . U N IV ERSITY  
O F  FL O R ID A . U. 8 . D E P A R T M E N T  O F  A G R IC U L T U R E . A N D  B O A R D S  O F  C O U N T Y  C O M M IS S IO N E R S . C O O P E R A T IN G
APPENDIX IV
SCHEDULE N O .
FLORIDA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE 
UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA
INSTITUTE OF FOOD AND AGRICULTURAL SCIENCES 
U . S .  DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE AND 
BOARDS OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS, 
COOPERATING
AN EVALUATION OF THE HOMEOWNERS' 
KNOWLEDGE, ATTITUDES AND PRACTICES 
OF HOME GROUNDS MAINTENANCE AND 
PLANT CULTURE
NAME OF PERSON INTERVIEWED
ADDRESS
AN EVALUATION OF THE HOMEOWNERS' 
KNOWLEDGE, ATTITUDES AND PRACTICES 
OF HOME GROUNDS MAINTENANCE AND 
PLANT CULTURE
1. Approximately what per cent of your home grounds maintenance is 
done by:
%  Family members
% Commercially done
2 . What member of the family is most involved with the responsibilities 
of the home grounds maintenance?
3. Sex
— Male
Female
4. What is your present age?
5. Do you own or rent?
Own
Rent
6 . What would you guess the approximate market value of your dwelling 
to be? (Whether you own or rent)
7. How many years have you lived in South Florida?
Years
8 .  How m uch  formal e d u c a t io n  have you been  a b le  to  c o m p le te ?
Less than high school 
High School graduate 
Some college 
' • College degree
9. Approximately how much money would you estimate that your family 
spent for commercial or professional home grounds maintenance service this 
past year? (LABOR ONLY)
10. Approximately how much money would you estimate that your family 
spent this past year on plants, garden supplies and materials?
11. How interested would you be in attending meetings on home grounds 
maintenance and plant culture?
Would you say—
Very interested 
Fairly interested 
Not interested
If not interested, skip to question 13.
12. At such a meeting, would you prefer—
" " Gener al  overall garden information
Particular garden subjects such as fertilizers, lawns, plants, e tc .
To what extent do you feel you need information in each of the following 
categories?
Extent of Need for Information
GREAT MODERATE
LITTLE 
tDR NO
13. Landscape design -
14. Plant se ection and use
15. Plant care
16. Lawn care
17. Fertilization of plants, trees
18. Insect and disease control
19. Proper watering of (awns 
and plants
20. Weed control in lawns
21. Plants and garden supplies may be purchased from such businesses as:
A. Retail nurseries—garden centers
B. Department stores (such as Sears, e tc .)
C . Discount stores (such as Gibson's)
D. Super markets (such as A&P, Winn-Dixie)
Of these, which one would you most prefer to do business w ith?
22. Do you think that stores selling garden supplies should assume an 
educational role by giving appropriate gardening information to customers rather 
than just selling plants, e tc .?
Yes
No
SOURCES A N D  USEFULNESS O F  G A R D E N IN G  IN FO R M A T IO N
To what extent do you use the following sources of information on home 
grounds maintenance and landscaping? Indicate in Column I.
How would you rate the usefulness of the information of the information that 
you used from each source? Indicate in Column II.
COLUMN 1 COLUMN II
Dften Occasionally Never
Very
Useful
Fairly
Useful
Not
Useful
Newspaper 23 24
Gardening
Magazines
25 26
Gardening
Bulletins 27 28
Public
Library 29 30
TV 31 32
Radio 33 34
Garden
Centers 35 36
Garden
Clubs 37 38
Neighbors 39 40
Cooperative
Extension
Service 41 42
Other 43 44
I would like to ask you a couple of questions about the Extension Service 
which is generally known as the county agent's office.
45. To what extent do you know of the horticultural services of the 
Lee County Cooperative Extension Service office?
Know very well 
Know fairly well 
Know very little 
Know nothing
46. To the best of your knowledge, how would you rate the horticultural- 
homeowner ornamental services of this office to the public?
Good
Fair
Poor
PLANT CULTURE QUESTIONS
Now I would like to ask you a few questions on plant culture. Please 
answer TRUE or FALSE.
The information from the questions will be of great help to us when 
developing programs for homeowners such as you.
Place a check in the appropriate blank. TRUE FALSE
48. Light, daily watering is best for lawns.
49. Light, frequent watering of plants tends to 
encourage shallow rootsystems. r
50. Frequent heavy watering tends to cause plants to 
have restricted shallow roots.
51. It is very important to thoroughly water plants 
the night before applying fertilizers or chemical sprays.
52. One inch of water per week is usually sufficient 
watering for most lawns.
53 . 100 lbs. of 6- 6-6 equals 100 lbs . of plant
food.
54. The 6- 6-6 in fertilizers represents manganese, 
copper and iron.
55. Approximately one lb. of nitrogen fertilizer 
is sufficient to feed 1,000 sq. ft. of lawn area per feeding.
56. There is little difference in the fertilizer 
elements made available to plants from either organic or 
chemical sources of fertilizer.
57. A neutral soil has a pH of 7 .0 .
58. M ost plants grow best at a pH range of 5 .5
to 6 .5 .
59. Constant over-fertilization of lawn grasses 
will increase the possibility of insect and disease infestation.
TRUE FALSE
60. Proper application of sulphur can lower the alka­
linity of the soil. .
61. Epsom salts will raise the magnesium content of 
soils without raising pH or alkalinity.
62. In general, fertilize once in the spring and once 
in the fall, which would be sufficient feeding for your lawn 
and plants.
63. A splotcy, yellowish looking leaf with dark green 
veins generally indicates that the soil is too alkaline.
64. Iron chlorosis in plants is a non-parasitic disease 
indicating an alkaline soil condition.
65. Frizzle-top of Royal palms is a non-parasitic 
disease caused by the lack of manganese in the so il.
66. Insecticides and other gardening chemicals 
cleared for home use by the government are safe to use 
if directions are followed.
67. It would be better to spray to prevent the 
occurrence of insects and disease than to wait and 
spray when they occur.
68 . Malathion and chlorodane will control most lawn 
diseases if properly applied.
69. Fungicide sprays usually do a good job of controlling 
insects as well as diseases if applied at the right time.
70. Nematodes usually do not affect lawns that are 
fed and watered regularly.
71. One of the best ways to see if nematode control is 
needed on a lawn is to first spot-treat a small area of the lawn with 
a nematicide to check for response.
72. Crinkled and curled leaves are usually caused from 
aphids which feed on the new growth.
APPENDIX V
SCHEDULE N O .
FLORIDA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE 
UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA
INSTITUTE OF FOOD AND AGRICULTURAL SCIENCES 
U. S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE AND 
BOARDS OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS, 
COOPERATING
AN EVALUATION OF THE KNOWLEDGE, ATTITUDES AND PRACTICES 
OF RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PERSONNEL 
ON HOME GROUNDS MAINTENANCE AND PLANT CULTURE
NAME OF PERSON INTERVIEWED 
NAME OF BUSINESS
AN EVALUATION OF KNOWLEDGE AND ATTITUDES 
OF RETAIL GARDEN CENTER SALES PERSONNEL 
AND OTHER RETAILERS OF GARDEN SUPPLIES
1. How many years have you lived in South Florida?
2 . Including this year, how many total years' experience do you have in the 
horticultural line of work?
3. What is your position with this business? 
Check one.
Salesman
Manager
Owner-manager
Landscape-sales
4. What is your present age?
5. Sex
Male
Female
6 . How much formal education have you been able to complete?
Less than high school 
High School graduate
_________  Some college
_________  College degree
7. If a customer has questions, do you think you sufficiently answer his 
questions concerning plants and their care, e tc .?
Most of the time
_________  Some of the time
Seldom or never
8 . To what extent do you feel qualified to answer questions on plant 
culture for the homeowner?
_________  Very well qualified
_________  Fairly well qualified
________Not well qualified
9. To what extent would you be interested in learning more about plants 
and plant cultural problems?
_________ Very interested
_________ Fairly interested
Not interested
10. Do you think that stores selling garden supplies should assume an 
educational role by giving appropriate gardening information to customers rather 
than just selling plants, e tc .?
Yes
No
11. To what extent would you be interested in attending a series of informal 
educational meetings on plants and plant cultural problems?
Very interested 
Fairly interested 
Not interested
12. Is there a training program here for new personnel who sell plants and 
general garden supplies?
Yes
No
13. Is there a continuing training program to keep personnel up-to-date on 
the newest products and techniques?
Yes
No (If no, skip to question ^15.)
14. If yes, how would you rate the training program?
Good 
""" Fair
~ Poor
To what extent do you feel you need information in each of the following 
categories? ____________________
EXTENT OF NEED "  
FOR INFORMATION
g rea t MODERATE LITTLE O k  NONE
15. Landscape design
16. Plant selection and use
17. Plant care
18 * Lawn care
19. Fertilization of plants
20; Insect and disease control
. Proper watering of lawns and plants
22, Weed control
23, Other
To what extent do you use the following sources to gain information on plant 
cultural problems? Indicate in Column I.
How would you rate the usefulness of the information that you use from each 
source? Indicate in Column II. '
Use of Source 
Column 1
Usefulness of Information 
Column II
Often Occasionally Never
Very
Useful
Fairly
Useful
Not
Useful
Radio 24 25
TV 26 27
Newspaper 28 29
Garden Magazines 
or books
30 31
Sales
Representatives 
of Chemical or 
Garden Supply 
Companies
32 33
Wholesale
Nurseries'
Representatives
34 35
Experienced 
Fellow Workers 36 . 37
Cooperative 
Extension Service 38 39
Public
Library 40 41
42. To what extent do you know of the horticultural services of the Lee 
County Cooperative Extension Service O ffice?
Know very well 
Know fairly well 
Know very little 
Know nothing
43. To the best of your knowledge, how would you rate the horticultural 
homeowner ornamental services of this office to the public?
Good
Fair
Poor
PLANT CULTURE QUESTIONS
Now I would like to ask you a few questions on plant culture. Please 
answer TRUE or FALSE.
The information from the questions will be of great help to us when 
developing educational programs for people such as you
Place a check in the appropriate blank. TRUE FALSE
44. Light, daily watering is best for lawns.
45. Light, frequent watering of plants tends to 
encourage shallow root systems.
46. Frequent, heavy watering tends to cause plants to have 
restricted shallow roots.
47. It is very important to thoroughly water plants the 
night before applying fertilizers or chemical sprays.
48. One inch of water per_week is usually sufficient 
watering for most lawns.
49. 100 lbs. of 6- 6-6 equals 100 lbs. of plant food.
50. The 6-6-6 in fertilizers represents manganese, 
copper and iron.
51. Approximately one lb. of nitrogen fertilizers is 
sufficient to feed 1,000 sq. ft. of lawn area per feeding.
52. There is little difference in the fertilizer elements 
made available to plants from either organic or chemical 
sources of fertilizer.
53. A neutral soil has a pH of 7 .0 .
54. Most plants grow best at a  pH range of 5 .5  to 6 .5 .
55. Constant over-fertilization of lawn grasses will increase 
the possibility of insect and disease infestatiop.
56. Proper application of sulphur can lower the alkalinity 
cf the so il.
57. Epsom salts will raise the magnesium content of soils 
without raising pH or alkalinity.
58. In general, fertilize once in the spring and once in the 
a l l ,  which would be sufficient feeding for your lawn and plants.
59. A splotchy, yellowish looking leaf with dark green veins 
generally indicates that the soil is too alkaline.
60. Iron chlorosis in plants is a non-parasitic disease indicating 
alkaline soil condition.
61. Frizzle-top of Royal Palms is a non-parasitic disease 
caused by the lack of manganese in the soil.
62. Insecticides and other gardening chemicals cleared for 
home use by the government are safe to use if directions are 
followed.
63. It would be better to spray to prevent the occurrence of 
insects and disease than to wait and spray when they occur.
64. Malathion and chlorodane will control most lawn 
diseases if properly applied.
65. Fungicide sprays usually do a good job of controlling 
insects as well as diseases if applied at the right time.
66 . Nematodes usually do not affect lawns that are fed and 
watered regularly.
67. One of the best ways to see if nematode control is 
needed on a lawn is to first spot-treat a small area of the lawn 
with a  nematicide to check for response.
68 . Crinkled and curled leaves are usually caused from 
sphids which feed on the new growth.
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